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ABSTRACT
The Effects Classroom Experiences and Student Conduct Have on a Teacher’s SelfEfficacy in Schools With Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS)
by Lorena G. Medina
Purpose: The purpose of this mixed-methods phenomenological study was to describe
elementary school general education teachers’ perceptions of how their efficacy, as
teachers, was affected by their experiences in implementing the PBIS framework. This
study also sought to determine a better understanding of the skills necessary to impact all
students while increasing teachers’ efficacy and their ability to carry out their obligations
in facilitating student academic success and student discipline.
Methodology: Consistent with a mixed-methods approach, the instruments used in this
study collected descriptive data and perceptual data from a group of elementary general
education teachers from Riverside County, California. Through an electronic format, two
different surveys were administered to participating elementary school teachers. In
addition, principals of participating PBIS elementary schools referred teachers from their
sites to participate in semistructured interviews.
Findings: Findings showed that the implementation of PBIS had positive effects on
teachers’ efficacy, thus affecting their classroom experiences and student conduct. To
understand teachers’ perceptions of how the implementation of PBIS was affecting their
efficacy, the researcher first had to understand the teachers’ perceptions of how PBIS was
being implemented at their sites. Findings demonstrated that teachers did not have a
clear understanding of PBIS. However, teachers did understand and used the strategies

vii

learned through the implementation of PBIS. They included the opportunity to model,
practice, and apply appropriate behavior and the strategies.
Conclusions: Teachers perceived that they were able to influence the three domains of
teacher efficacy—student engagement, instructional strategies, and classroom
management—and the skills within each; learn the strategies and supports to redirect
student behavior; and influence classroom management. Findings from this study also
revealed that teachers could redirect student behaviors by providing students with clear
expectations, praise, positive student recognition, and rewards.
Recommendations: Further research should be conducted on the effects a framework
such as PBIS can have on teachers’ efficacy.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
Collaboration, communication, critical thinking, and creativity are all essential
skills to prepare students for college and careers (Partnership for 21st Century Skills,
2011). The ability to provide effective classroom management strategies and to control
disruptive student behaviors while maintaining high levels of teacher self-efficacy
becomes a necessity in the development of these 21st-century skills (Micek, 2013;
Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2011). One framework that provides teachers with
classroom management strategies to control student misconduct by promoting prosocial
skills while improving the overall efficacy of the teachers is positive behavior
interventions and supports (PBIS; McKevitt & Braaksma, 2008; Sugai & Horner, 2002b).
In an effort to meet the increased demand for student conduct policies and
programs and to address the full inclusion of students with learning and behavioral
disabilities in the general education classroom, the reauthorization of the Individuals
With Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 1997 was amended (Individuals With
Disabilities Education Improvement Act [IDEIA], 2004; McKenna & Flower, 2014;
Sugai, Horner, Dunlap, et al., 2000). Researchers Sugai and Horner (2002a) reported that
IDEA of 1997 introduced positive behavior interventions and supports as an approach to
expand to a variety of settings and to students with or without disabilities and with
problematic social and academic behaviors. Positive behavior supports were to include
all of the skills a person would need to be successful and personally satisfied in a
multitude of settings (Carr et al., 2002).
The Individuals With Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA, 2004)
requires general education teachers and special education teachers to collaborate as
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experts in providing the core curriculum in a school relevant to the chronological age of
the children. With the collaboration of the special education teachers and related services
personnel, the general education teachers assist in the determination of appropriate PBIS
strategies for students with academic and behavioral challenges through an individualized
education program (IEP; IDEIA, 2004). The success of students with academic and
behavioral challenges requires general education teachers to participate in and be
knowledgeable of the students’ goals and accommodations specified in their IEPs.
Adding to the requirements of IDEA, the introduction of the No Child Left
Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001, which reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) of 1965, established the need for high-stakes accountability
measures for students, teachers, and schools to improve students’ academic achievement
and to ensure safer schools. The NCLB Act further stipulated that services should be
provided equally for students struggling with either academic or behavioral issues
(California Department of Education, 2014b). Under the NCLB Act, public schools were
required to provide safer school environments conducive to student learning by
implementing research-based programs such as PBIS that were proven to reduce
disruptive student behaviors in schools (Schrag, 2003). Interested schools and districts in
California received funding through California’s State Improvement Grant (SIG) to
implement PBIS by developing comprehensive plans for school safety that tracked
suspensions and expulsions, tracked incidents of criminal activity, and developed datadriven decisions to provide a safer school environment (Schrag, 2003).
While the NCLB Act improved accountability measures, students continued to
underperform (California Department of Education, 2014b). As a result, in 2010
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California and many states in the nation adopted the same standards in English and math
through the Common Core State Standards (CCSS; California Department of Education,
2015). To meet the demands of the 21st century, educational systems in California
changed the teacher’s role from the traditional teaching of subject matter to teaching of
subject matter in conjunction with college and career readiness standards, by emphasizing
the application of the standards to real-life situations (California Department of
Education, 2015).
Furthermore, during the 2013-2014 school year, California changed its funding
plan by initializing the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF), which differentiated
funding by grade span, unduplicated pupil weights, reduced K-3 class sizes to target a
24:1 ratio, and required a Local Control Accountability Plan (LCAP) with eight priority
areas (California Department of Education, 2014a). Under LCAP regulations, districts
must provide descriptions, goals, and annual expenditures for each identified state
priority. These priority areas include stakeholder engagement, student achievement,
student engagement, school climate and a safe environment for students and staff, and the
good repair of school facilities (California Department of Education, 2014a).
One area that has received a lot of attention, due to student behavior, is the
priority of school climate. Research has demonstrated how a positive school climate can
contribute to improving student academic achievement and student conduct (Reinke et
al., 2014; Sugai & Horner, 2002b; Xenos, 2012). However, preparing students to be
college and career ready requires teachers and educational systems to improve more than
the climate of the school by taking a closer look at their discipline policies and programs.
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These policies and programs have been the focus of several researchers (Hawken,
MacLeod, & Rawlings, 2007; Sugai & Horner, 2002a; Sullivan, Johnson, Owens, &
Conway, 2014). McKenna and Flower (2014) reported student conduct policies and
programs should address evidence-based practices that meet the needs of all students,
including students with frequent disruptive and disengaged behaviors in the classroom.
The purpose of these policies and programs is to develop practices with components
designed to provide positive effects on student outcomes and improve student conduct
(McKenna & Flower, 2014).
The teacher’s ability to reinforce evidence-based components must be taken into
consideration when improving disruptive and disengaging behaviors in the classroom
(McKenna & Flower, 2014). The requirements to improve the conditions of general
education students and students with learning and behavioral disabilities increase the
level of teacher anxiety, thus affecting the efficacy of the teacher (Couet, 2014).
Therefore, McKenna and Flower (2014) suggested that a policy or program alone cannot
dictate the success of meeting students’ needs without looking at the efficacy of the
teachers implementing the policy or program.
Bandura (1997b) defined self-efficacy as an individual’s belief about his or her
capability to carry out a successful course of action. In education, teacher self-efficacy is
the teacher’s judgment of his or her capability to bring about the desired outcomes of
student engagement, student motivation (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001),
humanistic behaviors in a variety of settings (Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Klassen, Tze, Betts,
& Gordon, 2011), and student achievement (Klassen & Chiu, 2010).
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Since teachers’ self-efficacy plays a major role in student and classroom
outcomes, the amount of efficacy teachers have impacts their ability to influence those
outcomes (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Therefore, student conduct and
the strategies the teachers employ within the classroom have a direct effect on the
teachers’ self-efficacy level and the time spent engaging in discipline issues (Kelm &
McIntosh, 2012; Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Micek, 2013; Ross, Romer, & Horner, 2012).
The necessity to understand student conduct and teachers’ self-efficacy in the
classroom has come out of the need to meet the academic and behavioral demands of the
future global economy (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). To meet the
academic and behavioral demands of this future world, there is a need to understand how
student conduct affects teachers’ self-efficacy in the classroom (Andreou & Rapti, 2010;
Caprara, Barbaranelli, Steca, & Malone, 2006; Kelm & McIntosh, 2012; TschannenMoran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Teachers must be able to address problem behaviors
before they deliver skills relevant to meeting the demands of the 21st-century
marketplace, which not only focus on content and academic skills but on behavioral skills
as well.
Background
This study covered three major areas relating to student conduct and teachers’
self-efficacy. First, student conduct was looked at in the research as it relates to
programs and policies, especially at the elementary school level. Second, the framework
of PBIS was explored as an intervention program for student conduct. Finally, teacher
self-efficacy was examined, including how it is affected by student conduct policies and
programs and then more specifically as it relates to PBIS.
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Student Conduct
The concept of student conduct has been the focus of several researchers (Hawken
et al., 2007; Micek, 2013; Sugai & Horner, 2002a, 2002b; Sullivan et al., 2014). Student
misconduct has been identified as disruptive and disengaging behaviors in the classroom
that interfere with the teacher’s ability to teach, the learning of the misbehaving student,
and the learning of others in the classroom (Hawken et al., 2007; Micek, 2013; Sugai &
Horner, 2002b; Sullivan et al., 2014). Behaviors teachers find difficult to manage in the
classroom are minor but have long impacted student conduct programs and policies
developed in an attempt to meet the needs of all students via classroom management
practices due to their high frequency (Sullivan et al., 2014).
According to Vagins (2012), the United States is experiencing a disproportionate
outbreak in the number of office discipline referrals given out for student behavior.
African American students are 3.5 times more likely to be suspended than their Anglo
peers, and students with disabilities are more than twice as likely to receive one or more
school suspensions (Vagins, 2012). To address the disproportionality in discipline for
student behaviors and academic achievement, the introduction of the NCLB Act of 2001
resulted in high-stakes accountability measures for students, teachers, and schools
(California Department of Education, 2014a; McKenna & Flower, 2014). In addition, the
2004 reauthorization of IDEA of 1997 established the need for positive, evidence-based
policies and programs that address student conduct (Bradshaw & Pas, 2011; Sugai,
Horner, Dunlap, et al., 2000; Turnbull, Wilcox, Stowe, & Turnbull, 2001). Research has
demonstrated that improving student conduct increases positive student outcomes in the
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classroom (Lee, Sugai, & Horner, 1999; Reinke et al., 2014; Sugai & Horner, 2002b;
Xenos, 2012).
Disruptive and disengaging behaviors in the classroom involve talking out, being
out of the seat, insulting others, uncooperative student behaviors, gossiping, and
aggression (Hudley et al., 2001; Reinke, Herman, & Stormont, 2013; Sullivan et al.,
2014; Xenos, 2012). These behaviors present a significant concern for teachers’
instructional time and classroom management (Reinke et al., 2014; Sullivan et al., 2014).
Sullivan et al. (2014) suggested that teachers need to focus on student engagement and
positive approaches rather than on punishments to increase student learning and improve
student conduct.
In past practice, teachers have used methods of control to ensure students’
compliance with the expectation of obtaining appropriate behaviors in the classroom
(Copeland, 1997). Schools implemented reactionary and inconsistent disciplinary actions
and reinforcement strategies (Tillery, Varjas, Meyers, & Collins, 2010). These methods,
as described by Sullivan et al. (2014), were step systems that involved an escalation of
punitive responses such as “giving a warning/reminder, in-class time-out, out-of-class
time-out, referral to a school leader, in school suspension, out-of-school suspension, and
permanent exclusion from school” (p. 45). Researchers found the implementation of
these policies and programs for behavior management to be ineffective (Andreou &
Rapti, 2010; Reinke et al., 2014; Sullivan et al., 2014). Therefore, recently the California
Legislature implemented a law requiring schools to identify other means of correction
and intervention before student suspensions and expulsions could take place for student
conduct (Robinett, 2012).
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In contrast to these punitive programs, positive policies and programs have
proven to provide effective classroom management practices (Bradshaw & Pas, 2011;
Bradshaw, Reinke, Brown, Bevans, & Leaf, 2008; Carr et al., 2002; Lee et al., 1999;
McKenna & Flower, 2014; Micek, 2013; Reinke et al., 2013; Sullivan et al., 2014).
Simonsen, Fairbanks, Briesch, Myers, and Sugai (2008) identified evidence-based
practices for behavior to involve posting rules, explicitly teaching and reviewing
expectations, monitoring student behavior, providing precise and immediate feedback,
offering rewards, and establishing a recordkeeping system. Positive policies and
programs that incorporate these core principles include individual or group contingencies
within the classroom setting that improve behavior management (Bradshaw & Pas, 2011;
Bradshaw, Reinke, et al., 2008; Carr et al., 2002; Lee et al., 1999; McKenna & Flower,
2014; Micek, 2013; Reinke et al., 2013; Sullivan et al., 2014; Xenos, 2012).
Core components for evidence-based policies and programs have been integrated
into several interventions aimed at improving student conduct (Simonsen et al., 2008).
Group contingency programs have also been shown to increase appropriate behaviors due
to the vested interest one peer member has with another to receive a reward (McKenna &
Flower, 2014; Theodore, Bray, Kehle, & Jenson, 2001). Another attempt to improve
student conduct is through the increase of social-emotional and character development
programs by reinforcing schoolwide positive actions related to self-concept, physical and
intellectual actions, social and emotional actions, and respect (Snyder et al., 2013).
Finally, a program that includes all the skills a person needs to be successful and
personally satisfied at the “academic, work, social, recreational, community and family
settings” is PBIS (Carr et al., 2002, p. 4).
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Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS)
Research has demonstrated PBIS to be an evidence-based preventative approach
aimed at improving the culture of a school and, in turn, improving the conduct of students
and staff (Bradshaw, Koth, Bevans, Ialongo, & Leaf, 2008; Bradshaw & Pas, 2011; Carr
et al., 2002; Eber, Sugai, Smith, & Scott, 2002; McKevitt & Braaksma, 2008; Nelson,
Sugai, & Smith, n.d.; Simonsen et al., 2008; Sugai & Horner, 2002b). This evidencebased program is known to have components that alter the systems in which disruptive
behaviors occur, such as the individuals’ daily routines, schedules, and social
interactions, by fixing the context of the problem rather than the behavior problem itself
(Bradshaw & Pas, 2011; Carr et al., 2002; Sugai, Horner, Dunlap, et al., 2000).
The PBIS program follows a three-tiered model for the prevention of problematic
student conduct by utilizing core components described in the research of Simonsen et al.
(2008). Core components identified to be evidence-based practices for behavior
intervention include posting of positively stated rules, explicit teaching and modeling of
school and classroom expectations, and constant student monitoring (Simonsen et al.,
2008). Other components involve immediate feedback on how the behaviors meets or do
not meet the expectations, individual and group rewards, and a recordkeeping system to
analyze students’ behavior (Simonsen et al., 2008). Components used within the PBIS
program are all defined, consistent, and research based (Bradshaw & Pas, 2011;
Bradshaw, Reinke, et al., 2008; Eber et al., 2002).
Teacher Efficacy
The amount of efficacy a person has impacts his or her ability to influence
outcomes, address problems, and maintain these efforts. Teachers with low levels of self-
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efficacy struggle with negative outcomes in the classroom. These outcomes may include
disruptive and disengaging student behaviors, ineffective teaching strategies, poor
classroom management strategies, and struggles with their satisfaction and stress levels
(Andreou & Rapti, 2010; Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Klassen et al., 2011). This may lead to
feelings of inability that hinder the effects of classroom management (Dicke et al., 2014).
On the other hand, teachers with higher levels of self-efficacy can impact
planning, have higher tolerance levels of students’ mistakes and behaviors, have better
classroom management practices (Andreou & Rapti, 2010; Caprara et al., 2006; Kelm &
McIntosh, 2012; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001), and are more likely to seek
help from the principal or colleagues for classroom management (Andreou & Rapti,
2010). It is noted that teachers with a high sense of self-efficacy can recover more
rapidly from setbacks encountered in their environment, including the classroom,
therefore creating a higher buffering effect than those with a low sense of self-efficacy
and, in turn, leading to less emotional exhaustion in the field (Dicke et al., 2014).
Sullivan et al. (2014) revealed that teachers consider inappropriate and
disengaging classroom behaviors to be widespread and difficult to manage. These
behaviors continue to be difficult to deal with due to approaches that do not address the
underlying causes of the behavior (Sullivan et al., 2014). Andreou and Rapti (2010)
believed effective intervention programs should gain the teachers’ knowledge about the
root of the problem when working with misbehaving students. Additionally, teachers
require high amounts of self-efficacy to feel confident in their ability to apply the learned
skills and in their capability to obtain the desired outcomes (Andreou & Rapti, 2010).
Yet, according to Eber et al. (2002), when programs are not implemented correctly and

10

do not provide the expected behaviors, teachers become frustrated by their inability to
continue to sustain the programs.
The implementation of student conduct policies and programs further reduces
teachers’ self-efficacy levels when combined with “excessive role demands, poor morale,
lack of recognition, inadequate salaries, and low status” (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk
Hoy, 2007, p. 946). After a while, teachers may begin to believe that they have little
influence over student behaviors because they believe students should behave
appropriately to begin with. Therefore, teachers may believe it is inappropriate to
acknowledge positive behaviors (McKevitt & Braaksma, 2008). Teachers need to rethink
what they consider appropriate behavior by focusing on student engagement (Sullivan et
al., 2014).
Teachers with high levels of self-efficacy believe they are responsible for the
outcomes of their students when it comes to academic and behavior successes and
failures (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Increasing the self-efficacy of
teacher increases their ability and willingness to manage challenging student behaviors
(Micek, 2013). Jackson (2009) noted that teachers with high self-efficacy implementing
student conduct policies reported feeling like they could influence student learning and
use effective strategies.
On the other hand, teachers with low self-efficacy levels are more unlikely to
utilize effective strategies in the classroom (Reinke et al., 2013). For these teachers, their
low self-efficacy provides them with the feeling that learning is out of their control
(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Reinke et al. (2013) noted that teachers in
classrooms that continued to have higher levels of discipline disruptions felt less
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efficacious and more exhausted than teachers in classrooms with lower levels of
discipline.
A study conducted by Kelm and McIntosh (2012) found that teachers in PBIS
schools had higher levels of self-efficacy. The increase in self-efficacy was due to
influences by organizational features that included the culture of the school (Kelm &
McIntosh, 2012; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007), a responsive and supportive
administrator, and supportive colleagues (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007).
Other factors included clearer instructions received regarding effective evidence-based
strategies for teaching expectations and dealing with student conduct (Kelm & McIntosh,
2012; Ross et al., 2012). Through the strategies being utilized, teachers in PBIS schools
felt more confident in their ability to influence student outcomes and increase their selfefficacy (Kelm & McIntosh, 2012); hence, these strategies were positively viewed by
teachers for decreasing student misconduct (Micek, 2013).
Statement of the Research Problem
Previous research on PBIS has been focused on how it affects the organization
(Bradshaw, Koth, et al., 2008; Reinke et al., 2014), student outcomes (Eber et al., 2002;
Fox, Dunlap, & Cushing, 2002; Myers, Briere, & Simonsen, 2010; Sherrod, Getch, &
Ziomek-Daigle, 2009; Simonsen & Sugai, 2013; Tillery et al., 2010), the systems in place
within the school setting (Bradshaw & Pas, 2011; Eber et al., 2002; McKevitt &
Braaksma, 2008; Sugai & Horner, 2002a), and sustainability (Bradshaw, Reinke, et al.,
2008; Sugai, Horner, Dunlap, et al., 2000). In addition, research on teacher self-efficacy
has focused on the teacher’s capability to bring about the desired outcomes of student
engagement and motivation (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001), behaviors in a
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variety of settings (Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Klassen et al., 2011), and student achievement
(Klassen & Chiu, 2010). Little research has been done to examine how teachers’ selfefficacy can be affected by classroom experiences and student conduct at sites
implementing PBIS.
This study was designed to address the gap in current research on teachers’ selfefficacy and how it relates to PBIS. Since teachers with high self-efficacy tend to reflect
their students’ high learning self-efficacy, it is important to understand how classroom
experiences and student conduct in schools with PBIS affect teachers’ self-efficacy
(Klassen & Chiu, 2010).
A study by Bellezza (2015) examined the efficacy of 828 K-12 full-time public
education teachers in North Carolina and demonstrated PBIS status to be inconclusive as
a predictor of high levels of teacher efficacy and to have no effect on efficacy for
management of problematic behavior. Furthermore, the study found that teachers with a
special education licensure were more efficacious at behavior management, instructional
strategies, and student engagement than the general education teachers (Bellezza, 2015).
In contrast, research by Couet (2014) of 136 high school teachers in Arizona
implementing PBIS during the time of the study, a study by Micek (2013) of 48
secondary and 15 elementary teachers in the Midwest, and a study by Kelm and
McIntosh (2012) of 20 elementary schools in Canada indicated that the implementation
of PBIS could increase a teacher’s self-efficacy and improve classroom management
strategies.
This study was designed to address the gap in the current literature concerning
how teachers’ perceived self-efficacy can be affected by the implementation of PBIS.
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The field of education needs a greater understanding of how schools’ implementation of
PBIS to reduce disruptive student conduct affects teachers’ self-efficacy and classroom
experiences (Ross et al., 2012) when teaching at the elementary level.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this mixed-methods phenomenological study was to describe
elementary school general education teachers’ perceptions of how their efficacy, as
teachers, was affected by their experiences in implementing the positive behavior
interventions and supports (PBIS) framework.
Research Questions
The following questions were used to guide this study:
1. What are elementary school general education teachers’ perception of how their
teacher efficacy was affected by their experiences in implementing the PBIS
framework in their classrooms?
2. What teacher efficacy skills do elementary school general education teachers consider
to have been most affected by their involvement with the implementation of the PBIS
framework?
3. To what extent do elementary school general education teachers perceive they can
influence student conduct in the classroom via the PBIS framework?
4. What perceived factors do elementary school general education teachers believe
affect the way they provide classroom management?
5. How did the implementation of PBIS in elementary school general education
teachers’ classrooms impact their ability to provide classroom management?
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Significance of the Problem
Today’s teachers are faced with a multitude of stressors and levels of
accountability, each adding to the increasing demand to improve both student behavior
and academic achievement (Ross et al., 2012). What is missing is a greater
understanding of general education teachers’ perceptions of how their self-efficacy is
affected by their classroom experiences and the behaviors students demonstrate in the
classroom (Tillery et al., 2010). Although teachers understand their role and obligations
in the academic success of students, many continue to struggle in their capability to
manage student behavior (Reinke et al., 2013).
The report Primary Sources: 2012 America’s Teachers on the Teaching
Profession (Scholastic & Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, 2012) revealed that 68% of
elementary teachers, 64% of middle school teachers, and 53% of high school teachers
viewed an increase in behavior problems, making behavior a more pronounced issue in
elementary and middle schools, where initial interventions are more critical than in high
schools. Subsequently, teachers are beginning to question their ability to affect student
outcomes (Ross et al., 2012). As a result, teachers are leaving the profession. Goldring,
Taie, and Riddles (2014) stated,
About 51 percent of public school teachers who left teaching in 2012-13 reported
that the manageability of their work load was better in their current position than
in teaching. Additionally, 53 percent of public school leavers reported that their
general work conditions were better in their current position than in teaching.
(p. 9)
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There have been few studies on the relationship between PBIS and teacher
outcomes (Kelm & McIntosh, 2012; Micek, 2013; Reinke et al., 2013; Ross et al., 2012;
Stoiber & Gettinger, 2011), and further research is needed on teacher outcomes such as
teachers’ self-efficacy and teachers’ behavior management strategies (Kelm & McIntosh,
2012; Ross et al., 2012). A further understanding of teachers’ perceptions of classroom
management skills (Kelm & McIntosh, 2012) will enable institutional and organizational
trainings to better equip teachers with the necessary strategies to respond to student
conduct (Ross et al., 2012). Evaluating the practices teachers use in schools with
schoolwide positive behavior interventions and supports (SWPBIS) can impact the
strategies teachers use in the classroom (Reinke et al., 2013) to alter student attention and
academic performance (Stoiber & Gettinger, 2011). Ross et al. (2012) suggested
schoolwide positive behavior support has a positive effect on student and teacher
outcomes, but insufficient research has been done to investigate the relationship between
PBIS and teachers’ self-efficacy; therefore, this area should receive more attention.
By gaining a better understanding of general education teachers’ self-efficacy and
their classroom experiences in elementary schools with PBIS, institutes and districts will
be able to develop classes and provide staff development that will better prepare teachers
to carry out their obligations in facilitating student academic success and student
discipline. Teachers will have a better understanding of the necessary skills to impact all
students in this diverse and constantly changing field while increasing their efficacy and
remaining in the field. School systems and policymakers will be able to determine the
effectiveness of PBIS as an early intervention program that is beneficial for both students
and teachers. The necessity to understand student conduct and teachers’ self-efficacy in
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the classroom has come out of the need to meet the academic and behavioral demands of
the future global economy (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). As a result, a
deeper understanding of teachers’ self-efficacy and its effect on classroom management
strategies is necessary to meet the demands of an early discipline intervention (Tillery et
al., 2010).
Definitions
Acronym. An abbreviation of several words, where the abbreviation itself creates
a pronounceable word.
Classroom management. A “variety of skills and techniques that teachers use to
keep students organized, orderly, focused, attentive, on task, and academically productive
during class” (“Classroom Management,” 2014, para. 1).
Conduct. “The way that a person behaves in a particular place or situation. The
way that something is managed or directed” (“Conduct,” n.d., para. 1).
Evidence-based intervention. A preventive service (program, policy, practice)
that has been proven to positively change the problem being targeted (Beaudry, 2013).
Factors. Positive or negative behaviors, tasks, and strategies that can promote or
interfere with the efficacy of a teacher, such as student behavior, grades, teaching
strategies, classroom management, student interactions, compliance with state and district
mandates, and so on.
General education. The educational foundation of skills and knowledge that
prepare typically developing students for success in their lives.
Self-efficacy. An individual’s belief about his or her capability to carry out a
course of action successfully (Bandura, 1997b).
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Social-emotional development. “The ability to understand, manage, and express
the social and emotional aspects of one’s life in a way that enables the successful
management of life tasks” (Elias et al., 1997, p. 2).
Tracking academic performance. The use of report card grades, behaviors, test
scores, extracurricular activities, and leadership skills as indicators of students’ progress
toward achieving their educational goals.
Delimitations
This study was delimited to general education teachers in public elementary
schools within Riverside County, California. Furthermore, the study was delimited by
the selection of schools that had implemented the PBIS framework for at least 2 years.
Another delimitation was the interviewee selection criterion of a minimum of 5 years of
teaching experience.
Organization of the Study
The remainder of the study is organized into four chapters, references, and
appendices. Chapter II presents a review of the literature related to the study on
(a) student conduct, (b) student conduct policies and programs, (c) student conduct at the
elementary school level, (d) PBIS, (e) teacher efficacy, and (f) teacher efficacy affected
by PBIS as a form of student program. Chapter III explains the research design and
methodology of the study. This chapter includes explanations of the population, sample,
and data-gathering procedures as well as the procedures used to analyze the data
collected. Chapter IV presents, analyzes, and provides a discussion of the findings of the
study. Chapter V contains the summary, findings, conclusions, and recommendations for
action and further research.
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Education in the United States is changing at such a rapid pace because the
educational system must transform to meet the demands of the 21st century (Stewart,
2012). These demands require students to be provided with the skills to collaborate,
communicate, think critically, and be creative (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2011).
Providing students with a positive and safe environment is essential in the development
of these 21st-century academic and social skills (Snyder et al., 2013). However, the
management of students’ challenging behaviors in the classroom continues to be a
stressful obstacle for general education teachers that affects their efficacy (Morgan &
Sideridis, 2013).
As students continue to be placed in the least restrictive environment, students
with academic and behavioral challenges will be served in a variety of settings, including
the general education classroom (IDEIA, 2004). The least restrictive environment refers
to the ability to place and educate students with disabilities in public or private
institutions along with students who are not disabled in the same regular classroom, and
removal of students with disabilities occurs only when “the disability of a child is such
that education in regular classes with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot
be achieved satisfactorily” (IDEIA, 2004). This has led to an increase in the number of
students with disabilities being “disciplined, removed from the classroom, suspended,
and even expelled” (Lewis, 2015, para. 1). For teachers, this has been an ongoing
concern, as their inability to reduce disruptive and aggressive behaviors interferes with
student achievement in the classroom and the relationships formed in the overall climate
of the school (Morgan & Sideridis, 2013; O’Brennan, Bradshaw, & Furlong, 2014).

19

Teachers and students develop dynamic relationships in which teachers possess
the flexibility to promote resilient behaviors over time (McCormick, Turbeville, Barnes,
& McClowry, 2014). If the relationships formed between teachers and students are
positive, they can assist students to improve their conduct and can help increase the
efficacy of the teachers (Spilt, Koomen, & Thijs, 2011). On the other hand, if the
student-teacher relationship is unprofessional, students are more likely to challenge the
rules, which will affect the efficacy of the teacher as a result of the increased stressors
students impose in the classroom.
Through the implementation of policies and programs, schools can develop the
social-emotional learning skills students need to become academically successful and
functioning members of U.S. society (Thompson, 2014). The use of strategies based on
rewards and recognition can have a greater influence on students and further increase
positive student-teacher interactions than punitive strategies (De Jong et al., 2014),
therefore allowing teachers to spend more time on teaching and less time dealing with
behavioral incidents in the classroom and thus allowing teachers to increase their selfefficacy (Flower, McKenna, Bunuan, Muething, & Vega, 2014).
Review of the Literature
Student Conduct
An ongoing concern for teachers and administrators is student conduct, especially
challenging behaviors in the school setting (Flower et al., 2014). Behaviors in the
classroom can be considered disruptive and disengaging when they begin to interfere
with the teacher’s ability to teach, the learning of the student engaged in the disruptive or
disengaging behavior, and the learning of other students within the classroom (Hawken et
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al., 2007; McCormick et al., 2014; Micek, 2013; Morgan & Sideridis, 2013; Sugai &
Horner, 2002b; Sullivan et al., 2014; Thompson, 2014).
According to Thompson (2014), approximately 20% of a school’s population is
involved in some type of disruptive behavior. These behaviors may include students’
“not paying attention, hitting other children, teasing other children, yelling, crying, [and]
complaining” (McCormick et al., 2014, p. 1199). Other disruptive behaviors in the
classroom may include aggression, noncompliance, unpreparedness, and being
unmotivated (Sullivan et al., 2014). Students’ oppositional disruptive behaviors can often
be misunderstood as deliberate behaviors or defiance, which can lead to disciplinary
actions for being out of their seats, challenging their teachers, or struggling with social
interactions (Lewis, 2015).
Behaviors that are difficult to manage interfere with the school’s systems and
dynamics (Thompson, 2014). During the elementary school years, challenging behaviors
become difficult to handle when students with aggressive behaviors build relationships
with other aggressive students within the classroom setting (Powers, Bierman, & The
Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group, 2013). In classrooms with disengaged or
aggressive students, it is difficult for teachers to develop positive relationships and to
effectively use positive behavior management strategies (Thomas, Bierman, Powers, &
The Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group, 2011). Therefore, these relationships
become difficult for teachers to handle due to the acknowledgement and positive
recognition that students engaged in disruptive or disengaging behaviors receive from
their peers when involved in risky rule-breaking behaviors (Powers et al., 2013). When
teachers internalize negative feelings about the relationships formed with disruptive and
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disengaging students, those teachers can amplify the experienced behaviors and perceive
them as challenging and threatening (Spilt et al., 2011).
Furthermore, the classroom environment in which disruptive or disengaging
behaviors occur can serve as a platform for challenging behaviors to be modeled and used
with peers and to influence other students, particularly those disliked by their peers
(Powers et al., 2013). Students from single-parent homes and students with
temperaments high in negative reactivity are more likely to exhibit disruptive behaviors
in the classroom and be influenced by other disruptive students (McCormick et al., 2014).
In other words, the manner in which students approach and respond to people, events, or
environmental stimuli influences their conduct and outcomes. Morgan and Sideridis
(2013) identified that behavior problems faced by teachers stem from an array of
classroom and home factors including bullying, victimization, peer interactions, punitive
classroom management, poverty, and family dysfunction.
Although the temperament of a child cannot be changed, modifications to the
environment can help the child to respond appropriately (McCormick et al., 2014).
Through screening and assessments, students with challenging temperaments can be
identified early on before disruptive behaviors occur (Thompson, 2014). Considering the
time teachers invest to managing student behavior, strategies to minimize disruptive
student conduct and promote appropriate behaviors are needed within the classroom and
school system (Flower et al., 2014).
Student conduct policies and programs. Behaviors that are difficult to manage
in the classroom are minor but, due to their high frequency, have long impacted student
conduct programs and policies developed to meet the needs of all students (Sullivan et
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al., 2014). As the demand to improve students’ academic achievement and to include
students with learning and behavioral disabilities in the general education classroom
increases, teachers are encouraged to become better prepared in classroom management
strategies that address challenging behaviors in the classroom (McKenna & Flower,
2014). The need for positive, evidence-based policies and programs to address student
conduct became established during the reauthorization of the Individuals With
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 1997 (Bradshaw & Pas, 2011; Sugai, Horner,
Dunlap, et al., 2000; Turnbull et al., 2001).
Negative classroom behavior and diversity. According to the American Civil
Liberties Union (2012), the United States is experiencing a disproportionate outbreak in
the number of office discipline referrals given out for student behavior. “Students of
color, students with disabilities and LGBT [lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender]
students are [most] likely to” receive office discipline referrals (American Civil Liberties
Union, 2012, para. 4). In addition, this disparity increases when race is included in the
dynamics of student behavior (Lewis, 2015). African American students are referred for
student conduct less severe than that of their Anglo counterparts and are overrepresented
in all categories of expulsions (Fowler, 2011). O’Brennan et al. (2014) suggested that
racial disproportionalities of office discipline referrals could be reduced by providing
students with consistent behavior management strategies. In fact, to address the
disproportionality in discipline for student behaviors and academic achievement and to
use evidence-based practices, accountability measures were increased for students,
teachers, and schools during the development of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act
of 2001 (California Department of Education, 2014a; McKenna & Flower, 2014).
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Methods to demonstrate power and control to ensure students’ compliance with
appropriate behaviors in the classroom have been the established norm for several years
as teachers continue to deal with disruptive and disengaging behaviors (Nelson et al.,
n.d.). Schools and classrooms have fallen into the pattern of implementing reactionary
and inconsistent forms of disciplinary actions and reinforcement strategies to address
challenging behaviors, without significant results (Tillery et al., 2010). This means that
in addition to suspensions, other strategies schools have used include “disciplinary
policies [that] can include having a child sent to the principal’s office, barred from recess,
or verbally scolded” (Lewis, 2015, para. 4). Other strategies involve step systems that
develop an escalation of punitive responses such as giving a warning, in- or out-of-class
timeouts, office discipline referrals, school suspension, and expulsion. All of these forms
of authoritarian disciplinary actions aimed at reducing student misconduct and increasing
appropriate behaviors have been found to be ineffective, especially for behavior
management (Andreou & Rapti, 2010; Nelson et al., n.d.; Reinke et al., 2014; Sullivan et
al., 2014).
Instead, Fowler (2011) reported an alarming increase in the punitive discipline
strategies used in schools, affecting the outcomes of students, schools, and the court
system. Each suspension students receive increases their odds of acting out in delinquent
behavior, developing substance abuse, participating in gangs, dropping out of school, and
entering the “school-to-prison pipeline” (Lewis, 2015, para. 6; see also Fowler, 2011).
These outcomes can have severe implications for students, given the relation between
delinquent disruptive behaviors and prison (Lewis, 2015). According to Lewis (2015),
students with one suspension are “three times more likely to be involved in the juvenile
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justice” and “more than twice as likely to drop out of school” (para. 6). Fowler (2011)
reported disciplinary infractions increase students’ chances of being involved in the
juvenile justice system by 1.5%, and daily suspensions increase the odds by 0.1%. In an
attempt to improve the effectiveness of policies and programs and improve the school
climate, recently the California Legislature implemented a law requiring schools to
identify other means of correction and intervention before student suspensions and
expulsions for nonviolent offenses can take place (Lewis, 2015; Robinett, 2012).
Early behavioral intervention. Fowler (2011) suggested that early behavioral
interventions should be meaningful and reflect best practices rather than only serving as a
means for removing problematic students from the classroom. Teachers and
policymakers need to look beyond the behavior of the child and focus on addressing the
cause of the behavior (Lewis, 2015). Positive policies and programs designed to
intervene to improve student conduct should provide effective classroom management
practices that teachers can implement within the classroom setting (Bradshaw & Pas,
2011; Bradshaw, Reinke, et al., 2008; Carr et al., 2002; Lee et al., 1999; McKenna &
Flower, 2014; Micek, 2013; Reinke et al., 2013; Sullivan et al., 2014). Simonsen et al.
(2008) reported evidence-based practices for dealing with disruptive and disengaging
behaviors involve positive core principles that aim at transforming the essence of the
behavior through actions such as posting rules, explicitly teaching and reviewing
expectations, monitoring student behavior and the implementation of schoolwide
expectations, providing immediate feedback for both positive and negative behaviors,
offering rewards for positive behaviors/improvements, and establishing ongoing
recordkeeping systems. Some policies and programs incorporating these positive core
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principles may also include individual or group contingencies within the classroom
setting (Bradshaw & Pas, 2011; Bradshaw, Reinke, et al., 2008; Carr et al., 2002; Lee et
al., 1999; McKenna & Flower, 2014; Micek, 2013; Reinke et al., 2013; Sullivan et al.,
2014; Xenos, 2012).
By improving student conduct policies and programs, student outcomes such as
positive student behaviors and academic achievement as well as fewer behavior issues for
teachers in the classroom can increase (Lee et al., 1999; Reinke et al., 2014; Sugai &
Horner, 2002b; Xenos, 2012). Interventions aimed at reducing disruptive behaviors
among students and improving teachers’ classroom engagement should take into
consideration the classroom management skills of the teachers, teacher-student
relationships, and the climate of the overall school (O’Brennan et al., 2014).
Student conduct at the elementary school level. Students in classrooms with
high levels of misconduct are exposed more frequently to oppositional behaviors
affecting the social norms of the classroom, making disruptive behaviors more acceptable
in the classroom (Powers et al., 2013). Talking out, being out of the seat, insulting
others, uncooperative student behaviors, gossiping, and aggression are all disruptive and
disengaging behaviors that affect the dynamics of the classroom (Hudley et al., 2001;
Reinke et al., 2013; Sullivan et al., 2014; Xenos, 2012). They present a significant
concern for teachers’ instructional time and classroom management (Reinke et al., 2014;
Sullivan et al., 2014). The repeated exposure to aggressive behaviors has a significant
effect on the dynamics of the classroom (Thomas et al., 2011). To cope with student
misconduct in the classroom, teachers without positive strategies may turn to reactive or
punitive forms of discipline instead of focusing on student engagement and positive
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approaches to increase student learning and improve student conduct (Powers et al.,
2013; Sullivan et al., 2014; Thomas et al., 2011).
Positive behavior approaches. Several evidence-based policies and programs
aimed at improving student conduct have integrated positive approaches (Simonsen et al.,
2008). A study by researchers McKenna and Flower (2014) identified the Good
Behavior Game (GBG), at the elementary school level, as an evidence-based program for
managing classrooms and disruptive behaviors by relying on an interdependent group
contingency. In a study by Flower et al. (2014), immediate effects were noticeable for
disruptive behaviors such as being off-task, aggressive behavior toward others, talking
out of turn, and being out of the seat while using the GBG. The GBG allowed teachers to
incorporate several behavior management strategies such as “acknowledging appropriate
behavior, teaching classroom rules, providing feedback about inappropriate behavior,
engaging in response cost practices, verbal praise, and providing rewards as
reinforcement” (Flower et al., 2014, p. 547). In doing so, the group contingency program
increased the amount of appropriate behaviors in the classroom due to the vested interest
one peer member had with another to receiving a reward (McKenna & Flower, 2014;
Theodore et al., 2001).
Another positive attempt to improve student conduct in the elementary level is
through the use of social-emotional and character development programs that reinforce
schoolwide positive actions related to self-concept, physical and intellectual actions,
social and emotional actions, and respect (Snyder et al., 2013). Snyder et al. (2013)
suggested that emotional and character programs work to reduced negative (disruptive
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and disengaging) behaviors displayed by students by replacing them partially or
completely with positive behaviors.
Yet another positive approach to improve student conduct, identified by Xenos
(2012), involves a point system that discourages negative behaviors by rewarding the
desired behaviors with points. These positive behaviors are constantly monitored in the
classroom, and students are constantly provided with appropriate feedback (Xenos,
2012). Other approaches involve California’s requirement to improve student conduct by
utilizing a bullying-prevention program to improve the school climate. Through the
adoption of bullying-prevention programs such as Steps to Respect, schools can change
the dynamics of the school system and begin to develop a positive school climate (Low &
Van Ryzin, 2014).
Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS)
A popular alternative to zero-tolerance disciplinary models adopted across the
United States to address concerns with student behavior is the tiered model of positive
behavior interventions and supports (PBIS; Fowler, 2011; Thompson, 2014). PBIS
includes all the skills a person needs to be successful and personally satisfied in the
“academic, work, social, recreational, community and family settings” (Carr et al., 2002,
p. 4). It is a research-based preventative approach used to improve the quality of life for
the person, the culture of the school, and the conduct of students and staff by providing a
safe school environment (Bradshaw, Koth, et al., 2008; Bradshaw & Pas, 2011; Carr et
al., 2002; Dunlap, Kincaid, Horner, Knoster, & Bradshaw, 2014; Eber et al., 2002;
Fowler, 2011; McKevitt & Braaksma, 2008; Nelson et al., n.d.; Simonsen et al., 2008;
Sugai & Horner, 2002b).
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PBIS utilizes the core components described in the research of Simonsen et al.
(2008). Components identified by Simonsen et al. have been noted to be evidence-based
practices for improving problematic behaviors and involve posting positively stated rules,
teaching and modeling school and classroom expectations, providing constant student
monitoring, giving immediate feedback regarding how the behaviors meet or do not meet
the expectations, rewarding individuals and groups, and developing a recordkeeping
system to analyze students’ behavior.
Researchers Fowler (2011) and Lewis (2015) agreed with the core practices
identified by Simonsen et al. (2008), stating that students perform better when behaviors
are explicitly taught, acknowledged, and praised, and when challenging behaviors are
corrected and result in an appropriate consequence. These core components are clearly
defined, consistent, analyzed, and reinforced by the classroom teacher and school to
improve the relationships within the school system (Bradshaw & Pas, 2011; Bradshaw,
Reinke, et al., 2008; Eber et al., 2002; Fowler, 2011). De Jong et al. (2014) found that
teachers who used strategies based on rewards and recognition had a greater influence on
students and more positive student-teacher interactions.
The emphasis of PBIS is on the prevention of problematic and challenging
behaviors before they occur and rewarding positive behaviors (Fowler, 2011). It is a
strongly evidence-based approach. This evidence-based program is known to have
components that alter the systems in which disruptive behaviors occur, thus affecting the
efficacy of the teachers. This requires schools to alter their discipline systems to provide
interventions that will encourage positive outcomes (Feuerborn & Chinn, 2012). Systems
in place may include the individuals’ daily routines, schedules, and social interactions,
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which can be altered to fix the context of the problem rather than the behavior problem
itself (Bradshaw & Pas, 2011; Carr et al., 2002; Sugai, Horner, Dunlap, et al., 2000). By
fixing the context of the behavior, disruptive or disengaging behaviors are less likely to
reoccur, and positive outcomes will likely increase in academics and behavior (Bradshaw
& Pas, 2011).
Positive outcomes are obtained when teachers move beyond a reactive form of
discipline to a proactive method (Bradshaw, Reinke, et al., 2008; Eber et al., 2002;
McKevitt & Braaksma, 2008; Sugai & Horner, 2002a; Sugai, Horner, Dunlap, et al.,
2000). For this to occur, a system-level approach with supports is essential throughout
the school in what is called schoolwide positive behavior interventions and supports
(SWPBIS; Dunlap et al., 2013; Sugai & Horner, 2002b). Outcomes in academics and
behavior are dependent on and consist of a balance between four system levels placed
throughout the school, including the classroom setting (Sugai & Horner, 2002b). Sugai
and Horner (2002a) suggested that the first system is the identification of the desired
academic and behavioral outcomes at the school. The remaining three systems consist of
support for the behaviors of staff in their ability to carry out effective evidence-based
practices, utilization of data to support student behavior decisions, and practices
throughout the school and in the classroom that support student behavior (see Figure 1;
Sugai & Horner, 2002a). All systems work together in transforming the culture of the
school and in improving the conduct of students and staff (Bradshaw, Koth, et al., 2008;
Bradshaw & Pas, 2011; Carr et al., 2002; Dunlap et al., 2014; Eber et al., 2002; Fowler,
2011; McKevitt & Braaksma, 2008; Nelson et al., n.d.; Simonsen et al., 2008; Sugai &
Horner, 2002b). Only “by reducing the number of new occurrences of misbehavior, staff
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are able to identify and address the needs of youth who present more serious issues”
(Nelson et al., n.d., p. 5).

Figure 1. System-level elements of positive behavior interventions and supports (PBIS). From
“Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS),” by Montgomery County Public
Schools, 2015, retrieved from http://www.montgomeryschoolsmd.org/departments
/studentservices/mentalhealth/default.aspx?id=333017.

Tier 1 of PBIS. PBIS is a three-tiered model that follows a continuum for the
prevention of problematic student behaviors (see Figure 2; Bradshaw, Koth, et al., 2008;
Bradshaw & Pas, 2011; Carr et al., 2002; Eber et al., 2002; Fowler, 2011; McKevitt &
Braaksma, 2008; Nelson et al., n.d.; Simonsen et al., 2008; Sugai & Horner, 2002b).
With this three-tiered model, it is estimated that 80% of the student population will
respond positively to the interventions in the first tier, established by the school site and
reinforced by the teachers (Bradshaw & Pas, 2011; Mitchell, Stormont, & Gage, 2011;
Nelson et al., n.d.).
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Figure 2. Continuum of PBIS. From “How PCMA Incorporates Positive Behavior Support
(PBS) and Positive Behavior Intervention and Supports (PBIS),” by Professional Crisis
Management Association, 2011, retrieved from http://www.pcma.com/pcmapcmpbs.asp.

Interventions at this universal level emphasize the identification of common
behavioral expectations directly and explicitly defined and taught throughout the school
(McKevitt & Braaksma, 2008; Nelson et al., n.d.). In addition, strategies put into place to
discourage disruptive and disengaging behaviors are continuously monitored by the
teachers (Eber et al., 2002). Some effective strategies in the implementation of Tier 1
include teaching and modeling of prosocial skills (Bradshaw & Pas, 2011; Eber et al.,
2002), constant data collection for decision making (McKevitt & Braaksma, 2008), the
monitoring of all students in the school setting, and providing precise student praise
(Bradshaw & Pas, 2011; Eber et al., 2002; McKevitt & Braaksma, 2008; Nelson et al.,
n.d.).
Strategies in Tier 1 are practices for managing classroom instruction that are
considered to be best practices for effective teachers (MacSuga-Gage, Simonsen, &
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Briere, 2012). MacSuga-Gage et al. (2012) identified these practices to fit into three key
areas of effective teaching: the delivery of explicit and engaging instruction, the
implementation of empirically supported classroom management practices, and the
development of positive relationships with students and parents.
Tier 2 of PBIS. Students who do not respond to the universal first-tier
interventions make up the remaining 20% of the student population. About 10%-15% of
the students who continue to engage in problematic behaviors require more intensive
targeted interventions and supports and are considered at risk (Bradshaw & Pas, 2011;
Mitchell et al., 2011; Nelson et al., n.d.). Students receive secondary strategies aimed to
reduce repeated occurrences of problematic behaviors when primary interventions and
strategies are not enough (Nelson et al., n.d.).
Intervention and support elements within the second tier of the PBIS model of
intervention include the check-in/check-out (CICO) behavioral program, a token
economy, data collection, and prosocial skill training (Myers et al., 2010). To support
students on a daily basis, the CICO intervention uses key adults in the school setting to
provide monitoring strategies along with ongoing feedback (Thompson, 2014). Another
intervention that builds on CICO is the self-management training and regulation strategy
(STARS), which provides students with social-emotional learning, self-autonomy, and a
SAFE (i.e., sequenced training, active learning modalities, focused and sufficient
exposure, explicitly defined behaviors) instructional framework to improve student
conduct (Thompson, 2014). These interventions are more intensive than in the first tier
and are administered to individual students or small groups (Eber et al., 2002; Mitchell et
al., 2011). Mitchell et al.’s (2011) intensive review of existing research on Tier 2
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identified Tier 2 interventions to be effective, feasible, and valuable for improving the
outcomes of students and teachers.
Tier 3 of PBIS. Moreover, students who do not respond to the interventions of
the first or second tier constitute the remaining 1%-5% of the student population who
require intensive interventions and supports (Bradshaw & Pas, 2011; Nelson et al., n.d.).
According to Nelson et al. (n.d.), strategies for this group are individualized and
developed to address the specific needs of the students with challenging behaviors.
Interventions for this highly individualized student group require the use of functional
behavioral assessments, data and team decisions, and ongoing monitoring (Nelson et al.,
n.d.). McCormick et al. (2014) suggested that individualized interventions for students
with temperaments high in negative reactivity should focus on the teacher-student
relationships.
Those skeptical of nonpunitive forms of discipline believe PBIS puts the safety of
students and teachers at risk by abandoning punishments and increasing the amount of
disruptive and disengaging behaviors in the classroom (Lewis, 2015). These differing
discipline philosophies have posed an ongoing challenge in the implementation of PBIS,
making it difficult to obtain the required 80% staff buy-in for sustainability and resulting
in disciplinary inconsistencies (Feuerborn & Chinn, 2012; Feuerborn, Wallace, & Tyre,
2013). Other obstacles interfering with the implementation of PBIS include the staff’s
perception of its impracticality, expense, lack of sustainability, staff’s stress from
different mandates, and lack of staff training (Feuerborn et al., 2013; Lewis, 2015).
When programs are not implemented correctly and do not create the expected behaviors,
teachers become frustrated by their inability to continue to sustain the programs, thus
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affecting their efficacy and the experiences they have with students in the classroom
setting (Eber et al., 2002).
Teacher Efficacy
Bandura’s (1977) social cognitive theory describes how self-efficacy is developed
out of four sources of input that shape an individual’s belief about his or her capability to
carry out a successful course of action. This process is known as self-determinism, where
self-efficacy beliefs create a self-fulfilling prophecy in that high efficacy produces an
ability to accomplish a task but lower efficacy causes the individual to not attempt or to
give up on the task (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). The four sources of
efficacy beliefs include (a) mastery experiences, (b) verbal persuasion, (c) vicarious
experiences, and (d) physiological arousal (Bandura, 1977, 1997a).
Mastery experiences refer to an individual’s ability to perform an activity.
Successful task performance raises mastery experiences, while failures lower them.
Therefore, the development of repeated successful mastery experiences creates a
resilience to the occasional failures one can experience (Bandura, 1977). Verbal
persuasion, sometimes referred to as social persuasion, develops out of the belief that the
individual can increase his or her chances of success through the input and feedback of
others (Bandura, 1997a). Another source of efficacy is vicarious experiences. In these
situations, self-efficacy is developed as the individual relates to another individual who
has overcome situations successfully, thus building his or her own ability to master a
similar activity and increasing his or her efficacy (Bandura, 1977, 1997a). Bandura’s
(1977) final source of efficacy was physiological or emotional arousal. The individual
builds his or her efficacy by interpreting his or her physical and emotional state in the
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performance of a task. The sources of efficacy teachers encounter when dealing with
disengaging and disruptive behaviors in the classroom can influence the outcomes of
teachers and students.
A teacher’s self-efficacy is based on the ability to influence student outcomes.
The ability to influence student outcomes through student engagement, student
motivation, student behaviors, and student achievement in different settings can either
increase or decrease the efficacy of a teacher (Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Klassen et al.,
2011; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Efficacy can be influenced by both
intrinsic and extrinsic factors in the school environment (Spilt et al., 2011). Through
daily interactions, teachers develop an array of emotions that shape the relationships
formed with students, thus affecting their stress level and efficacy (Spilt et al., 2011).
Feuerborn and Chinn (2012) found that teachers suggested forming positive studentteacher relationships as a means to address behavioral issues. When students are well
behaved, teachers perceive the overall conduct of the class to be more positive than in
classrooms where students exhibit challenging behaviors, thus improving student and
teacher outcomes (O’Brennan et al., 2014).
The ability to influence outcomes, address problems, and maintain these efforts
can be influenced by the amount of self-efficacy a person has acquired over time and by
the way one reacts to these experiences (Bandura, 1993). Tschannen-Moran and
Woolfolk Hoy (2001) explained how a teacher’s self-efficacy can be expressed through
three domains: classroom management, instructional strategies, and student engagement.
Efficacy predicts the effort a person will put forth when completing a task (De Jong et al.,
2014). The self-efficacy of a teacher is influenced by what the teacher perceives as good
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teaching within the classroom setting (Bandura, 1993). It can be found in the amount of
effort a teacher invests in terms of his or her motivation, enthusiasm, planning,
organization, and effort, thus affecting his or her self-efficacy and instruction
(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). In addition, the level of self-efficacy a
teacher has can influence how the teacher reacts when faced with inconveniences since
teachers view themselves as strong influencers of student behavior (Dicke et al., 2014;
Feuerborn & Chinn, 2012).
Low levels of teacher self-efficacy indicate struggles with disruptive and
disengaging student behaviors, teaching, classroom management, and low levels of
teacher satisfaction and stress (Andreou & Rapti, 2010; Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Klassen et
al., 2011; Ross & Horner, 2007). Teachers can experience a negative effect from the
relationships they form with students when students are disrespectful and confrontational
(Spilt et al., 2011). McCormick et al. (2014) suggested that students with conflictual
relationships with their teachers experience a faster growth of behavior problems than
students without conflictual relationships. Harmful relationships with students can be
detrimental to the efficacy of teachers, especially for those with a desire to form personal
relationships with students (Spilt et al., 2011). As a result, teachers may feel unable to
control student behavior, which may lead to an inability to perform effective classroom
management (Dicke et al., 2014).
In contrast, teachers with higher levels of self-efficacy are more likely to plan,
have a higher tolerance for students’ mistakes and behaviors, have better classroom
management, and are more likely to seek help from the principal or colleagues (Andreou
& Rapti, 2010; Caprara et al., 2006; Kelm & McIntosh, 2012; Ross & Horner, 2007;
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Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). In fact, by improving the overall context of
the classroom, teachers can develop positive student relationships that can be beneficial
to the self-efficacy of the teachers (Spilt et al., 2011). Teachers’ higher sense of selfefficacy creates a higher buffering effect than a low sense of self-efficacy and can help
teachers recover more rapidly from setbacks encountered in the teaching environment
(Dicke et al., 2014). The ability to cope with setbacks can, in turn, lead to less emotional
exhaustion in the field and a higher sense of efficacy (Dicke et al., 2014).
Researchers have found that a teacher’s efficacy is not as stable as previously
thought, but instead it is flexible and adjusts to the teacher’s teaching experience (Klassen
& Chiu, 2010). Klassen and Chiu (2010) noted that depending on the classroom
management of teachers, they gain confidence early in their careers, level out midcareer,
and lose confidence later on. Behavior management strategies teachers use within the
classroom can influence how they perceive students’ behaviors and academic
performance and achievement (O’Brennan et al., 2014). Therefore, teacher self-efficacy
is determined to be a crucial component that impacts the outcomes of both students and
teachers in academics and behavior (Andreou & Rapti, 2010; Couet, 2014; Klassen &
Chiu, 2010; Klassen et al., 2011; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Ozder
(2011) suggested it is “important to provide teachers with high levels of self-efficacy
beliefs in order to develop practices to train quality and successful teachers” (p. 2).
Increasing the self-efficacy of teachers will increase their ability and willingness to
manage challenging student behaviors (Couet, 2014; Micek, 2013). As a result,
increasing the self-efficacy of teachers becomes important, especially early on in their
careers (Dicke et al., 2014).

38

Teacher efficacy by implementation of student conduct policies and
programs. Teachers consider inappropriate and disengaging classroom behaviors to be
widespread and difficult to manage (Sullivan et al., 2014). Teachers continue to struggle
with these behaviors due to approaches that do not address the underlying causes of the
behaviors (Sullivan et al., 2014). Andreou and Rapti (2010) suggested that to increase
the confidence of teachers working with misbehaving students, teachers must employ
effective intervention programs that gain an understanding of the teachers’ knowledge
about the root of the problem. Teachers require high amounts of self-efficacy to feel
enough confidence in their ability to apply the skills necessary to change student
outcomes and in their capability to obtain and maintain these outcomes (Andreou &
Rapti, 2010).
Teachers’ self-efficacy levels are further reduced by the implementation of
policies and programs that affect student conduct when they are combined with the
demands of the profession, poor morale, poor salaries, and inappreciable recognition for
the job (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). As a result, the efficacy of teachers
begins to decrease as they lose confidence in their ability to influence student behaviors
and begin to believe that students should have behaved appropriately to begin with,
regardless of any acknowledgement for positive behaviors or recognition they receive
(McKevitt & Braaksma, 2008). This impeding type of thinking is what Sullivan et al.
(2014) suggested teachers need to rethink. Teachers need a clearer understanding of what
they consider manageable behaviors and strategies in the classroom that can support
student engagement (Sullivan et al., 2014).

39

Tillery et al. (2010) suggested that teachers at the primary levels are placed in a
position to intervene with difficult behaviors in the classroom through their classroom
management and student engagement. A study by Ozder (2011) noted that policies and
programs should include frequent methods that involve student motivation, discussions,
multiple intelligence activities, and positive reinforcement to ensure student engagement.
In fact, interactive class activities were found to be the preferred intervention strategy for
teachers with high self-efficacy (Andreou & Rapti, 2010). Reinke et al. (2013) found that
setting clear, visible classroom expectations is positively related to improving the selfefficacy and classroom management of teachers. Research has further shown that
reminding students of classroom rules, giving verbal warnings, establishing eye contact,
and using close proximity are all strategies required to enhance classroom management
skills and teachers’ self-efficacy (Ozder, 2011).
When it comes to student successes and failures, the responsibility to produce
student outcomes is better embraced by teachers with high levels of self-efficacy
(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Teachers with high levels of efficacy are
more able and willing to manage disruptive student behaviors than teachers with low
levels of self-efficacy (Micek, 2013). The implementation of student conduct policies
that influence the learning of students and the use of effective strategies require teachers
to be highly efficacious (Jackson, 2009).
In contrast, less efficacious teachers are more likely to manage student conduct
through ineffective strategies and practices, resulting in poorer academic achievement in
the classroom (Reinke et al., 2013). For these teachers, a lack of confidence in their
ability to produce successful outcomes results in student learning that is out of their
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control (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Furthermore, teachers in classrooms
with high levels of discipline disruptions feel less efficacious and more exhausted than
teachers in classrooms with lower levels of discipline and higher levels of teacher
efficacy (Reinke et al., 2013). As a result, a deeper understanding of teachers’ selfefficacy and its effect on classroom management strategies is necessary to meet the
demands of an early intervention (Tillery et al., 2010).
Teacher efficacy affected by PBIS as a form of student program. Kelm and
McIntosh (2012) found that teachers in PBIS schools were more efficacious than teachers
in schools that did not implement a positive approach program. In fact, lowsocioeconomic schools with PBIS benefited the most at improving teachers’ self-efficacy
(Ross et al., 2012). The increase in teacher efficacy in low-income schools can be due to
organizational influences and system changes made to the culture of the school as well as
having the support of colleagues and administrators (Kelm & McIntosh, 2012;
Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). By receiving increased support in PBIS
strategies, teachers are able to reduce disruptive behaviors and increase classroom
management (Couet, 2014).
Receiving clearer instructions on how to provide effective evidence-based
strategies for teaching expectations and dealing with student conduct has been known to
increase the amount of self-efficacy teachers have in PBIS schools (Kelm & McIntosh,
2012; Ross et al., 2012). Additionally, one study found that teachers who received
professional development on positive behavior systems, functional assessments, and data
reporting and analysis demonstrated higher levels of efficacy and knowledge while at the
same time decreasing students’ challenging behaviors (Stoiber & Gettinger, 2011).

41

Bellezza (2015) found that special education teachers tend to have higher levels of selfefficacy than general education teachers due to their specific instructional training in
behavior management. In fact, “results showed that one would need at least 21 years of
prior teaching experience to feel as efficacious at management of problematic behavior as
a teacher with special education licensure” (Bellezza, 2015, p. 89). Moreover, Kelm and
McIntosh (2012) suggested that teachers who are able to establish a safe and positive
instructional environment are more capable of engaging students in the classroom and
using strategies adapted to the needs of students.
In Kelm and McIntosh’s (2012) study, the PBIS framework increased positive ontask behaviors, which encouraged students to engage in a positive, active manner in
instruction. Through a student recognition emphasis, positive interactions between
teachers and students resulted, hence reducing the number of behavioral problems and
increasing the efficacy of the teachers (Ross et al., 2012). These positive student-teacher
interactions allowed teachers to spend more time engaging in instructional time rather
than on disciplinary efforts, therefore increasing the self-efficacy of the teachers (Kelm &
McIntosh, 2012).
One effective strategy within the PBIS framework to improve student conduct is
the development of classroom rules and expectations. These rules require teachers to
positively state three to five expectations and to systematically teach those expectations
(Reinke et al., 2013). Other strategies within the PBIS framework that aim to reduce
student misconduct include providing students with choices, identifying student triggers,
and providing feedback (Stoiber & Gettinger, 2011). As a result, teachers in PBIS
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schools are more efficacious and confident in their ability to influence students (Couet,
2014; Kelm & McIntosh, 2012; Micek, 2013).
Mixed Methods in K-12 Education
Mixed methods in K-12 education have been used in the research of teacher
efficacy, teacher learning, teacher education programs, and professional development
(Hardré et al., 2013; Hinton, Flores, Burton, & Curtis, 2015; Homes, Singer, & McLeod,
2010). One study used a mixed-methods approach to investigate the efficacy of special
education teachers when teaching mathematics (Hinton et al., 2015). Researchers
provided subjects in the study with computation and problem-solving assessments, an
efficacy survey, and an open-ended survey about their teaching strategies to obtain
qualitative and quantitative data. As a result, the researchers were able to analyze
quantitative data and found that participants lacked conceptual knowledge based on their
own lack of mathematical understandings and skills, while qualitative knowledge
provided limitations to the participants’ interpretation of the open-ended questions
(Hinton et al., 2015).
Another study that used mixed methods investigated math and science teachers’
perceptions related to the learning experience of learning communities (Hardré et al.,
2013). This study examined teachers’ professional development inputs and outputs
through observations, interviews, journals, project development, project scores, and
questionnaires. Hardré et al. (2013) found that teachers were able to learn and transfer
task-specific skills into the classroom while maintaining an active community of learning
that promoted positive trajectories over time.
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A study by Homes et al. (2010) explored the efficacy of teachers of an online
professional development course. An open-ended survey and a Likert-scale survey were
used to obtain both qualitative and quantitative data. Results indicated that participants
felt the online professional development on the Internet provided them with the skills and
the satisfaction necessary to apply what they had learned as their professional
development. On the other hand, the open-ended questions revealed that the interaction
between the participants and the online instructors was weak and inconsistent. As a
result, the findings suggested having a strong presence of teacher, social, and cognitive
interactions in online professional development (Homes et al., 2010).
The results of educational research could have serious implications to the lives of
people and genuine expenditures so that it becomes necessary to view more than one
form of data (Gorard, 2012). One model for mixing data has been by collecting a largescale database to establish a pattern or problem, followed by in-depth data from a subset
of the large-scale database to explain the pattern or problem (Gorard & See, 2011).
According to Gorard (2012), researchers who care about finding out something should
use whatever method necessary to answer their research questions, including ignoring the
traditional two research methods (qualitative and quantitative) and using what they would
in real life, a combination of the two (mixed method). The current study applied this
knowledge by using a mixed-methods approach that integrated both quantitative and
qualitative approaches.
Conclusions
As teachers continue to experience an increase of legislative mandates heightened
by accountability and the inclusion of students with behavioral challenges in the general
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education classroom, the role the teachers play in the classroom becomes crucial to the
development of behaviors and outcomes (IDEIA, 2004; Morgan & Sideridis, 2013).
Teaching students 21st-century skills when student conduct interferes with the learning of
the class continues to be a persistent challenge that is likely to interfere with the efficacy
of teachers (Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Morgan & Sideridis, 2013; Partnership for 21st
Century Skills, 2011).
Findings from the literature review indicated that “it is possible that a school wide
PBIS program could . . . increase teacher self-efficacy, thereby improving teaching
conditions and the learning environment” (Couet, 2014, p. 32). Only in a positive and
safe environment can students decrease disruptive and disengaging behaviors and
develop 21st-century academic and social skills (Bradshaw, Koth, et al., 2008; Bradshaw
& Pas, 2011; Snyder et al., 2013).
PBIS has been identified as an effective positive approach for increasing positive
student and teacher outcomes and for reducing disruptive and aggressive behaviors that
interfere with student achievement and the relationships formed in the overall climate of
the school (Morgan & Sideridis, 2013; O’Brennan et al., 2014). Because teachers’
efficacy is related to student outcomes, behavior management strategies teachers use
within the classroom can influence how they perceive and addresses students’ behaviors
and academic performance (O’Brennan et al., 2014; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy,
2007). Research has suggested that schools utilizing PBIS may improve teachers’ selfefficacy by providing them with clearer instructions regarding effective evidence-based
strategies for teaching expectations and dealing with student conduct (Kelm & McIntosh,
2012; Ross et al., 2012). However, those who oppose PBIS believe such programs put
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the safety of students and teachers at risk by abandoning punishments, therefore
increasing the negative outcomes (Lewis, 2015).
This literature review was designed to present an overview of the knowledge base
and the gap in the current literature regarding how teachers’ perceived self-efficacy can
be affected by the implementation of PBIS. The field of education needs a greater
understanding of how schools implementing PBIS can reduce disruptive student conduct
and how PBIS affects teachers’ self-efficacy and classroom experiences when teaching at
the elementary level (Kelm & McIntosh, 2012; Reinke et al., 2013; Ross et al., 2012).
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY
The ability to manage disruptive and disengaging student conduct in the
classroom while providing a positive and safe environment that fosters academic
achievement continues to be an ongoing challenge for many teachers (Morgan &
Sideridis, 2013; Snyder et al., 2013). While teachers are required to prepare students for
the future economy, the day-to-day academic and behavioral management of the
classroom and other duties outside the classroom have not disappeared and continue to
interfere. To meet academic and behavioral demands, there is a need to understand how
student conduct and strategies the teachers employ within the classroom affect the
teachers’ self-efficacy (Andreou & Rapti, 2010; Caprara et al., 2006; Kelm & McIntosh,
2012; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).
Studies have proposed that the implementation of an intervention program such as
positive behavior interventions and supports (PBIS) not only improves student conduct
and academic performance but also increases the positive outcomes of teachers (Reinke
et al., 2013; Stoiber & Gettinger, 2011). Research has suggested that the efficacy
teachers gain from the experience in a PBIS school gives the teachers the confidence
required to employ effective strategies to handle challenging student conduct (Kelm &
McIntosh, 2012; Simonsen et al., 2008). However, the educational field still needs a
greater understanding of how disruptive student conduct and classroom experiences
affect teachers’ self-efficacy in schools implementing PBIS (Ross et al., 2012).
Overview
This study adds to the body of knowledge regarding teachers’ self-efficacy
(Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Klassen et al., 2011; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).
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More specifically, it addresses how student conduct and classroom experiences affect the
efficacy of teachers in elementary schools implementing PBIS. This chapter provides
information on the structural features for conducting the study. It includes the purpose
statement, research questions, and the research design. Following the research design,
the population and sample of the study are described. In addition, this chapter includes
an explanation of the instruments and field tests used. Within the methodology, the data
collection, data analysis, and limitations of the study are addressed.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this mixed-methods phenomenological study was to describe
elementary school general education teachers’ perceptions of how their efficacy, as
teachers, was affected by their experiences in implementing the positive behavior
interventions and supports (PBIS) framework.
Research Questions
The following questions were used to guide this study:
1. What are elementary school general education teachers’ perceptions of how their
teacher efficacy was affected by their experiences in implementing the PBIS
framework in their classrooms?
2. What teacher efficacy skills do elementary school general education teachers consider
to have been most affected by their involvement with the implementation of the PBIS
framework?
3. To what extent do elementary school general education teachers perceive they can
influence student conduct in the classroom via the PBIS framework?
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4. What perceived factors do elementary school general education teachers believe
affect the way they provide classroom management?
5. How did the implementation of PBIS in elementary school general education
teachers’ classrooms impact their ability to provide classroom management?
Research Design
This study focused on describing general education teachers’ perceptions of how
their efficacy was affected by their experiences in implementing PBIS. A mixedmethods phenomenological research design was utilized to obtain both numerical and
descriptive data. According to McMillan and Schumacher (2010), this research design
“can show the result (quantitative) and explain why it was obtained (qualitative)” (p. 25).
The use of a mixed-methods research design complements both approaches, thus
providing greater breadth and depth in the results (Roberts, 2010). A quantitative
approach was used to quantify demographic findings and to validate the qualitative
analysis (Roberts, 2010).
Fetters, Curry, and Creswell (2013) asserted that there are three mixed-methods
designs that can be utilized to integrate quantitative and qualitative methods. These
“basic designs include (1) exploratory sequential; (2) explanatory sequential; and
(3) convergent designs” (Fetters et al., 2013, p. 2136). Through an explanatory
sequential design, quantitative data assisted in generating a qualitative sample to build on.
According to Ivankova, Creswell, and Stick (2006), an explanatory sequential design first
collects and analyzes quantitative data to inform the qualitative data and analysis. In this
study, elementary school teachers in PBIS schools responded to the same surveys to
obtain quantitative data. The researcher then proceeded to the second phase of
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conducting semistructured interviews of teachers for qualitative data. In this manner, the
researcher integrated the data to represent both quantitative and qualitative findings into a
coherent whole (Collins, Onwuegbuzie, & Jiao, 2007).
To obtain an in-depth, holistic understanding of teachers’ perceptions in regard to
how their self-efficacy was affected by their classroom management practices in schools
with PBIS, a qualitative approach based on the philosophical orientation of
phenomenology focused on the participants’ experiences from their perspective (Roberts,
2010). A phenomenological study explores “how human beings make sense of
experience and transform experience into consciousness, both individually and as a
shared meaning” (Patton, 2002, p. 104). In this study, the researcher examined how
teachers’ perceptions of their self-efficacy were affected under the PBIS phenomenon. In
addition, diverse points of view were analyzed to seek patterns across the stories,
experiences, and perspectives obtained from teachers in schools with PBIS (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010; Patton, 2002). With this type of study, results provided insight into
the patterns and trends classroom management practices and student behaviors contribute
to the perceptions of teachers.
Population
McMillan and Schumacher (2010) defined a population as “a group of elements
or cases, whether individuals, objects, or events, that conform to specific criteria and to
which we intend to generalize the results of the research” (p. 129). The target population
for this study consisted of general education teachers in public elementary schools that
had implemented the PBIS framework in Southern California. According to the
California Department of Education (2016), there were 144,073 elementary school
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teachers in public schools during the 2015-2016 school year within 5,825 public
elementary schools.
To further define the population, a survey population was identified. McMillan
and Schumacher (2010) stated that the survey population is often different from the
elements from which the sample is actually selected. The survey population in this study
included general education teachers who worked in public elementary schools that had
implemented the PBIS framework for at least 2 years in Riverside County in Southern
California. Public elementary schools where characterized as K-5 schools. Within this
geographic area, Riverside County had 315 public elementary schools with a minority
rate of 77%, with the majority being Hispanic (Public School Review, n.d.). School sites
for this study were selected from the City of Moreno Valley in Riverside County. At the
time of the study, Moreno Valley Unified School District in Riverside County had 17
elementary schools that were implementing PBIS. Teachers who participated in the
study were general education teachers between the ages of 25 and 60 who worked in
elementary schools that had implemented PBIS for at least 2 years. Within the
delimitations, principals were then asked to identify two to three teachers for the
interview process who they felt implemented PBIS with fidelity based on walkthrough
observations of PBIS strategies, positive classroom management, and positive student
relationships.
Sample
In quantitative studies, there are “two major categories of different sampling
techniques: probability and nonprobability” (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010, p. 129).
Probability sampling is used to provide an estimate of what is true for a population by
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drawing a smaller group of subjects in such a way that the probability of selecting each
member of the population is known (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). On the other
hand, nonprobability sampling is most commonly used in educational research because it
uses “subjects who happen to be accessible or who may represent certain types of
characteristics” (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010, p. 136). This study used nonprobability
sampling since it did not use any random selection and was conducted in the educational
field. Participants in the study were selected for their accessibility and for representing
general education teachers in elementary schools with PBIS.
Nonprobability sampling uses approaches such as convenience sampling,
purposeful sampling, and quota sampling. Patten (2012) stated that qualitative research
uses purposeful sampling due to the small sample of key informants. With purposeful
sampling, the researcher gains information-rich cases that provide insight and an in-depth
understanding of the questions under study (Patton, 2002). According to McMillan and
Schumacher (2010), convenience sampling can be used in both quantitative and
qualitative studies to better understand relationships that may be present.
This mixed-methods study involved a quantitative phase followed by a qualitative
phase. The researcher selected a group of subjects to begin conducting the first phase of
the study and analyzed the results. Based on the results of the first phase, the researcher
selected another group of subjects to begin Phase 2. In this study, the first phase
consisted of general education teachers completing surveys, which provided quantitative
data. The surveys were administered to a sample size of about 132 general education
teachers between the ages of 25 and 60 in five participating elementary schools that had
implemented PBIS for at least 2 years in the Moreno Valley Unified School District.
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Based on those results, the researcher contacted the principals of the five schools to
request recommendations of two to three teachers to participate in the second phase of the
study that involved interviews. Qualitative data were derived from the teachers’
participation in the interview process.
Purposeful and convenience sampling was utilized to identify general education
teachers between the ages of 25 and 60 in five of the public elementary schools in the
Moreno Valley Unified School District that had implemented PBIS for at least 2 years.
The researcher determined which participants should be selected to provide the best
information for the study and used subjects who volunteered for the study from the
purposeful sample. In this study, general education teachers were the best informants of
how the implementation of PBIS was affecting their self-efficacy since they were the
ones implementing and using the PBIS strategies, dealing with student conduct, and
providing classroom management strategies.
To identify the schools from which participants for the study were selected, site
selection and criterion sampling were used. Moreno Valley Unified School District in
Riverside County had 17 elementary schools that were implementing PBIS. Site
selection was used to identify the five schools from which the subjects involved in the
study were selected, while criterion sampling established what criteria schools in the
study had to meet as they related to the problem under study (McMillan & Schumacher,
2010). The criteria used to identify the five elementary school sites for this study were as
follows: (a) public K-5 elementary schools located in Southern California that (b) had
implemented PBIS schoolwide for at least 2 years and (c) were located in the Moreno
Valley Unified School District in Riverside County.
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Through convenience and willingness, school sites were chosen to participate in
the study. All willing participants from the five elementary sites were asked to
participate in surveys. Participants were asked the same questions in the same order
(McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). Following an explanatory sequential design,
quantitative data were collected first to conduct a descriptive analysis, followed by
qualitative data to build on the quantitative data (Fetters et al., 2013; McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010). Qualitative data were collected from a select group of teachers
referred to the researcher by their sites’ principals. According to McMillan and
Schumacher (2010) and Collins et al. (2007), qualitative samples can be small and range
from one to 40 or more participants. Principals referred two to three teachers from their
sites to participate in a semistructured interview for a total of 12 interviews. The criteria
for participation in the interviews consisted of the following: (a) general education
teachers with 5 or more years of teaching experience who were (b) identified by their
administrator as implementing PBIS with fidelity.
Instrumentation
Two different surveys were administered to 132 elementary school teachers. The
Teachers’ Efficacy Survey measured the teachers’ level of self-efficacy in the areas of
student engagement, instructional strategies, and classroom management in schools with
PBIS. This survey consisted of two parts. The first part consisted of background
information about the teachers’ experience, while the second part was about their selfefficacy. The second survey was the PBIS Fidelity Self-Assessment. This survey
measured the teachers’ perceptions of how faithfully PBIS was implemented at their
school sites. In addition, principals referred two to three teachers from their sites to
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participate in a semistructured interview. Data from the two surveys were used to
develop a descriptive analysis that supported the qualitative data collected through the
interviews.
Teachers’ Efficacy Survey (TES)
The Teachers’ Efficacy Survey (TES) was developed by the researcher after the
original Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Scale (TSES) to assess the efficacy of teachers (see
Appendix A; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). The first part consisted of
questions regarding the teachers’ background information to obtain data about the
characteristics of the sample. General background information included the teachers’
gender, age, ethnicity/race, highest degree obtained, grade level taught at the time of the
study, and years of teaching experience. The second part of this survey consisted of 16
questions to measure teachers’ perceptions of their efficacy in student engagement,
instructional strategies, and classroom management, with five questions in each of the
subareas of student engagement and instructional strategies and six questions in the
subarea of classroom management, to provide an overall score of self-efficacy. This
instrument was a self-administered Likert survey measuring the extent to which
participants, as teachers, could influence those particular areas of teaching with a rating
scale ranging from 1 to 6. A rating of 1 on the scale indicated not at all, a 3 indicated
they had some influence, and a 6 indicated that the teachers believed they could influence
that particular facet of teaching completely. The TES included items such as, “To what
extent can you assist your most difficult behavior students?” “To what extent can you
provide clear behavior expectations to all students?” and “How well can you develop
lessons that address the needs of all students?”
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PBIS Fidelity Self-Assessment (FSA)
The PBIS Fidelity Self-Assessment (FSA) was used to assess the effectiveness of
behavior support systems at the selected school sites (see Appendix B). This survey was
developed using the PBIS Self-Assessment Survey (SAS) as a model (Sugai, Horner, &
Todd, 2000). Since a system-level approach with supports is essential throughout the
school to develop change in student and teacher outcomes, a closer look at these systems
was essential in analyzing the impact they had on the efficacy of the teachers (Dunlap et
al., 2014; Sugai & Horner, 2002a, 2002b). This survey was given to each teacher at the
five elementary schools to examine each site’s current status in three behavior support
systems: (a) schoolwide systems, (b) classroom practices, and (c) student supports for
engaging students with chronic problem behaviors. The FSA was a 24-question survey
of perceived fidelity of PBIS at the sites. Teachers responded to a series of statements on
a scale of 1 to 7 for the current status that included disagree strongly (1), neither agree
nor disagree (4), and agree strongly (7).
Semistructured Interviews
The purpose of qualitative interviews is to understand the perspective of another
person (Patton, 2002). Through individual interviews, the researcher explored the
perceptions of various general education teachers regarding how their self-efficacy was
affected by classroom experiences and student conduct in elementary PBIS schools.
After analyzing results from the surveys, results from the FSA were ranked to determine
the perceived top three schools implementing PBIS with fidelity and the bottom two
ranked schools from which to select teachers to participate in individual semistructured
interviews. Two to three teachers were selected by the principal of each of the five sites
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to participate in the semistructured interviews for a total of 12 interviews. Prior to the
beginning of each interview, subjects were read an informed consent statement.
Some of the interview questions used were taken from a previously published
study by Tillery et al. (2010), and others were self-written to capture teachers’
experiences in implementing PBIS in the classroom, more specifically the strategies used
for classroom management and student conduct (see Appendix C). Interview Questions 1
and 5-8 from the Tillery et al. study were used in an attempt to gather qualitative data on
the teachers’ perceptions of how they could influence student conduct via the PBIS
framework and on the factors teachers believed affected the way they provided classroom
management. The self-written questions (Interview Questions 2-4, 9, and 10) addressed
the teachers’ perceptions of how PBIS influenced their experiences in the classroom,
their teaching and management skills, and student conduct in the classroom. Data
gathered addressed the purpose of the study and the research questions, but the interviews
also provided teachers with the opportunity to express their perceptions of how PBIS
affected their ability to carry out their teaching role and duties at sites that had
implemented PBIS.
Validity and Reliability
Fetters et al. (2013) indicated that quantitative data and qualitative data can be
integrated to assess the validity of each. By producing quantitative data first through the
use of surveys and then carrying out semistructured interviews to produce qualitative
data, the results were validated through triangulation. To make sure the instruments used
in this study accurately measured what was intended, a pilot test was administered to a
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small sample of teachers fitting the same demographic profile and criteria as those
intended in the purposeful sampling of the study.
McMillan and Schumacher (2010) stated that a threat to internal validity can be
the “instruments or the persons used to collect [the] data [that] might affect the results” of
the study (p. 112). After performing a pilot test of the instruments, instrumentation was
changed based on participant feedback (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). Validity was
further enhanced by finding an agreement on descriptive data collected through the
follow-up interviews. Content validity of this study was further supported through an
extensive literature review.
As for the construct validity of the TES, questions were modeled after the TSES
in which results indicated a strong correlation between the TSES and other scales that
assess teaching efficacy. According to Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001),
“The three dimensions of efficacy [measured by the TSES] for instructional strategies,
student engagement, and classroom management represent the richness of teachers’ work
lives and the requirements of good teaching” (p. 801). The TES used in this study
measured the efficacy of teachers in the same dimensions as the TSES.
Solomon, Tobin, and Schutte (2015) indicated that the PBIS SAS had acceptable
reliability and validity for internal consistency. Results indicated that the internal
consistency of factors was in the acceptable range in all areas: classroom systems (α =
.88), nonclassroom setting systems (α = .82), and individual student systems (α = .88).
This suggests that the “SAS has convergent validity with the [School-wide Evaluation
Test] SET and is measuring implementation fidelity” (Solomon et al., 2015, p. 185). The
PBIS FSA questions were developed to measure implementation fidelity of PBIS at the
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five sites in this study. A pilot test of the instrument indicated the validity of the FSA
since it was developed to measure some of the same areas as the SAS.
One way to enhance reliability and validity of qualitative research, such as
semistructured interviews, is through the agreement on descriptive data between the
participants and the researcher (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). Participants of the
interviews were provided with the opportunity to review the transcripts of their
interviews before data analysis to make sure their responses accurately reflected their
perceptions of how PBIS had affected their classroom experiences and management of
student conduct.
Data Collection
The researcher requested permission from the Moreno Valley Unified School
District in Southern California implementing PBIS to conduct research at its schools.
The request for permission to conduct research was submitted to the Accountability and
Assessment Department of the Moreno Valley Unified School District. Initial contact
with the coordinator was made via phone during which the coordinator determined there
were some questions that needed to be answered. The coordinator e-mailed the questions
to the researcher, and the researcher responded by sending a description of the purpose of
the study, the research questions, the methodology, and the risk to participants for the
district.
A week later, the coordinator of the Accountability and Assessment Department
sent an e-mail to the researcher requesting a copy of the research approval letter from
Brandman University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB; see Appendix D). At that time,
the researcher informed the coordinator that modifications to the original IRB application
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had been made and submitted for approval, due to the fact that the sample of the study
had changed. The researcher received district approval contingent on the approval of the
amendment made to the original IRB application (see Appendix E). Once Brandman
University’s IRB approval was set, the researcher forwarded the document to the
Accountability and Assessment Department of the Moreno Valley Unified School
District for final review and approval.
The coordinator requested a phone call from the researcher for an update. The
coordinator was briefed on the research, the population of the study, and the criteria for
the PBIS school sites. The coordinator contacted the school sites for approval to
participate in the study. Initially, schools were not willing to participate, but after the
researcher directly contacted the elementary school sites that met the criteria, five schools
were willing to participate. After establishing their willingness to participate, the
researcher contacted the coordinator with the names of the five PBIS elementary schools.
The coordinator of the Accountability and Assessment Department of the Moreno Valley
Unified School District e-mailed the researcher with the approval to conduct research in
the district (see Appendix F). The researcher contacted the principals of the five
elementary schools implementing PBIS to obtain their teachers’ e-mail addresses in order
to contact teachers on their staffs to invite them to participate in the study and to discuss
data collection protocols.
Teachers were e-mailed a brief description of the purpose of the study and how
their participation was valuable, along with two links. The two links provided were from
Survey Monkey (https://www.surveymonkey.com/), an online data collection service via
the Internet. Online surveys make the process simple and straightforward and are
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economical (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). One link was for the TES and the other
link for the PBIS FSA. Teachers who agreed to participate in the study acknowledged
informed consent and answered a coding question to determine what school the
participants were from prior to answering the survey questions accessed through the
links. Survey windows were open for a month. The researcher contacted teachers
periodically through e-mail to remind them to complete the surveys, and she e-mailed
principals to request the names of the two to three teachers to be interviewed. No
compensation was offered for survey participants. Teachers selected to participate in the
interview process were offered a $5 gift card as compensation, which they could decline,
for participation in the one-on-one interview.
To ensure confidentiality, several precautions were taken. Surveys were coded to
indicate the sites from which the data were collected while maintaining anonymity
(McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). Directions for the surveys clearly instructed the
participants not to write their names on any of the surveys. Teachers were directed to
complete the surveys on their own, in a private setting, and not to discuss any of the
questions or answers with others.
In-person interviews were conducted in a quiet place where the researcher and
interviewee could speak freely. The interviews took place at the interviewees’ sites after
work hours or during the weekend at a location of the interviewees’ choosing. All
communication with the teachers was one-on-one to maintain confidentiality. Each
interview participant was given a unique pseudonym to conceal the identity of the
interviewee and to allow quotes to be used in the analysis (McMillan & Schumacher,
2010).
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Data Analysis
Data collected in this mixed-methods study were analyzed in two stages.
Quantitative data were collected and analyzed in the first stage from the TES and the
PBIS FSA. Qualitative data were collected in the second stage through one-on-one
semistructured interviews.
Instruments used were developed for the purpose of this study. The TES was
developed to assess the efficacy of teachers in schools implementing PBIS. The FSA
was developed to determine the teachers’ perceptions of how faithful the implementation
of the PBIS framework was at each of the selected sites. Participants at each of the five
participating elementary schools with PBIS were asked to complete the two surveys.
Subjects were asked to agree to an informed consent statement placed at the beginning of
each of the surveys prior to taking the surveys (see Appendix G).
Upon completion and analysis of the surveys, principals at the five sites were emailed and asked to refer two to three teachers from their sites to participate in a
semistructured interview for a total of 12 interviews. Principals e-mailed the names of
the two or three subjects recommended to be interviewed and the contact phone number
of their sites. The researcher contacted each of the interviewees via phone or e-mail to
arrange for the date, time, and location of the interview. Prior to the beginning of each
interview, subjects were read an informed consent statement, which they had to agree to
before the interview (see Appendix H). Participating subjects were (a) general education
teachers with 5 or more years of teaching experience who were (b) identified by their
administrators as implementing PBIS with fidelity. Teachers implementing PBIS with
fidelity were identified based on walkthrough observations of PBIS strategies, positive
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classroom management, and positive student relationships. After the interviews,
participants were provided with the opportunity to review the transcripts of their
interviews prior to data analysis. Participants declined this opportunity.
Quantitative Data
Descriptive statistics were used to summarize the data in a comprehensive way
(Patten, 2012). The study utilized a pilot test of the TES to determine the overall
effectiveness of the survey to make sure it measured the overall self-efficacy of teachers.
An additional descriptive data analysis was conducted to determine an overall score for
each subscale of the TES: classroom management, instructional practices, and student
engagement.
The independent variable was the implementation of PBIS. Data were reviewed
to determine the teachers’ perceived level of implementation compared to the teachers’
perceived efficacy from the TES for each site to determine how their teacher efficacy was
affected by their experiences in implementing PBIS. These data also assisted the
researcher in determining the top three and the bottom two schools implementing PBIS
for the semistructured teacher interviews. Descriptive analysis of the data was used to
help support the qualitative interview data.
Qualitative Data
Qualitative data were collected via in-person semistructured interviews. After
collecting data from the semistructured interviews, data were analyzed through inductive
coding of the informational content. Interviews were recorded and transcribed. The
transcriptions were read multiple times and analyzed for core meanings, often referred to
as patterns or themes (Patton, 2002). Codes were utilized to sort and reorganize the raw
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material. This approach was used for the second part of the study in order to make sense
of teachers’ perceptions of how their efficacy was affected by their experiences in
implementing PBIS and to add depth to the descriptive statistical results.
Limitations
This research study was limited in several ways. The most significant limitation
of the study was the participants’ responses. Since the study aimed at understanding the
perceptions of general education teachers in elementary schools with PBIS, it is not
reflective of the efficacy or perceptions of other general education teachers, in schools
not implementing PBIS. In addition, the study was further limited by the sincerity of the
responses to the two surveys and the face-to-face interviews. Although surveys were
kept confidential and anonymous, responses from the participants could have provided
false perceptions where higher ratings were given than the reality. The same was true for
the face-to-face interviews.
Another limitation of the study was in the selection process of the sample size.
First, the study was limited to a single school district in Southern California. Perceptions
were reflective of those in the Moreno Valley Unified School District and may not be
reflective of other school districts implementing PBIS. Therefore, participants in this
study may have felt pressured to participate. Second, this study was further limited by
the participation of primarily females. Only two men participated in the surveys, and
none were willing to participate in the interviews.
Finally, this study was limited to the perceptions of general education elementary
teachers. General education teachers in middle schools or high schools may not share the
same views as those at the elementary level. Since PBIS is a research-based preventative

64

approach being implemented all over the United States, perceptions may not be reflective
of general education teachers in other states (Sugai & Horner, 2002b). Further, because
the study was limited to general education teachers, it may undermine the perceptions of
special education teachers, who may in fact have more training in strategies aimed at
dealing with different student behaviors and academics due to the nature of their
credential.
Summary
This chapter included all of the elements of the study. It provided the purpose
statement and research questions. A detailed description of and rationale for the
methodology was also provided. Chapter III also included a description of the population
and sample, instruments, reliability and validity of the instruments, data collection
procedures, data analysis, and limitations of the study. This chapter focused on providing
the rationale for conducting a mixed-methods research study.
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CHAPTER IV: RESEARCH, DATA COLLECTION, AND FINDINGS
Overview
This chapter examines the findings from the research exploring the perceptions of
elementary general education teachers and how their efficacy and classroom experiences
have been affected by the implementation of positive behavior interventions and supports
(PBIS). A detailed, descriptive analysis of results from two survey instruments and
interviews at five elementary schools in Southern California is presented. This chapter
also reviews the purpose of the study, the research questions, and the methodology of the
study. It also includes a description of the population and the sample.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this mixed-methods phenomenological study was to describe
elementary school general education teachers’ perceptions of how their efficacy, as
teachers, was affected by their experiences in implementing the positive behavior
interventions and supports (PBIS) framework.
Research Questions
The following questions were used to guide this study:
1. What are elementary school general education teachers’ perceptions of how their
teacher efficacy was affected by their experiences in implementing the PBIS
framework in their classrooms?
2. What teacher efficacy skills do elementary school general education teachers consider
to have been most affected by their involvement with the implementation of the PBIS
framework?
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3. To what extent do elementary school general education teachers perceive they can
influence student conduct in the classroom via the PBIS framework?
4. What perceived factors do elementary school general education teachers believe
affect the way they provide classroom management?
5. How did the implementation of PBIS in elementary school general education
teachers’ classrooms impact their ability to provide classroom management?
Research Methods and Data Collection Procedures
This research study focused on describing general education teachers’ perceptions
of how their efficacy was affected by their experiences in implementing PBIS. Using a
mixed-methods research design, the researcher was able to obtain both numerical and
descriptive data through a phenomenological approach that explored “how human beings
make sense of experience[s] and transform [the] experience[s] into consciousness, both
individually and as a shared meaning” (Patton, 2002, p. 104). In this study, the
researcher examined how teachers’ perceptions of their self-efficacy were affected under
the PBIS phenomenon. According to McMillan and Schumacher (2010), this research
design “can show the result (quantitative) and explain why it was obtained (qualitative)”
(p. 25). The use of a mixed-methods research design complements both approaches, thus
providing greater breadth and depth in the results (Roberts, 2010).
Consistent with a mixed-methods approach, the instruments used in this study
collected both numerical and descriptive data. Two different surveys were administered
to participating elementary school teachers. The Teachers’ Efficacy Survey (TES)
measured the teachers’ level of self-efficacy in the areas of student engagement,
instructional strategies, and classroom management in schools with PBIS, and the PBIS
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Fidelity Self-Assessment (FSA) measured the teachers’ perceptions of how faithfully
PBIS was being implemented at their school sites. In addition, principals referred two to
three teachers from their sites to participate in semistructured interviews consisting of 10
questions, some of which were from a published study by Tillery et al. (2010).
Once approval was obtained from the selected school district’s Accountability and
Assessment Department, the researcher contacted principals of elementary schools
implementing PBIS, via e-mail, requesting the participation of their sites in the study.
The principals of the five elementary schools who agreed were e-mailed to obtain their
teachers’ e-mail addresses in order to contact teachers on their staffs to invite them to
participate in the study.
Teachers were e-mailed a brief description of the purpose of the study and how
their participation was valuable, along with two links and the informed consent form for
participation. The two links provided were from Survey Monkey, an online data
collection service via the Internet. One link was for the TES and the other link for the
PBIS FSA. Teachers who agreed to participate in the study acknowledged informed
consent and answered a coding question to determine what school the participants were
from prior to answering the survey questions accessed through the links. Using the data
analysis tab on Survey Monkey, numerical data from the surveys were obtained and
analyzed to develop descriptive data. Data from the two surveys were used to develop a
descriptive analysis that supported the qualitative data collected by the interviews.
Principals were contacted via e-mail to request the names of two to three teachers
to be interviewed. Participants who agreed to be interviewed were given the informed
consent form for participation, the Brandman University Research Participant’s Bill of
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Rights, and verbal consent to be audio recorded during the interview. Participants in the
interview process received a list of all of the interview questions in the exact wording and
order they would be asked. Interviews were recorded and transcribed by the researcher.
Transcriptions were then uploaded to the NVivo coding software for qualitative data
analysis.
Population
The population for this research study consisted of general education teachers in
public elementary schools that had implemented the PBIS framework for at least 2 years
in Riverside County in Southern California. School sites for this study were selected
from the City of Moreno Valley in Riverside County.
Sample
School sites for this study were selected from Riverside County. Purposeful and
convenience sampling was utilized to identify general education teachers between the
ages of 25 and 60 in five public elementary schools from the Moreno Valley Unified
School District that had implemented PBIS for at least 2 years. In this study, general
education teachers were the best informants of how the implementation of PBIS was
affecting their self-efficacy since they were the ones implementing and using the PBIS
strategies, dealing with student conduct, and providing classroom management strategies.
Based on those results, the researcher contacted the principals of the five schools to
recommend two to three teachers to participate in the second phase of the study that
involved 10-question interviews.
To identify the schools from which participants for the study were selected, site
selection and criterion sampling were used. Moreno Valley Unified School District in
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Riverside County, California, had 17 elementary schools that were implementing PBIS.
The criteria used to identify the five elementary school sites for this study were as
follows: (a) public K-5 elementary schools located in Southern California that (b) had
implemented PBIS schoolwide for at least 2 years and (c) were located in the Moreno
Valley Unified School District in Riverside County.
Through convenience and willingness, school sites were chosen to participate in
the study because the researcher felt that following this approach would produce greater
involvement in this study. All 132 general education teachers from the five elementary
sites were asked to participate in surveys and were sent the two survey instruments.
Forty-six general education teachers provided informed consent for the TES; 44
completed the survey, and two skipped through all of the questions. Fifty-five general
education teachers provided informed consent for the PBIS FSA; 37 completed the
survey, and 18 skipped through all of the survey questions. Qualitative data from
interviews were collected from 12 teachers referred to the researcher by their sites’
principals. The criteria for participation in the interview consisted of the following:
(a) general education teachers with 5 or more years of teaching experience who were
(b) identified by their administrator as implementing PBIS with fidelity.
Demographic Data
Table 1 depicts demographic data for the participants, specifically gender, age,
and ethnicity. Forty-six general education teachers completed the demographic portion
of the survey. Of the 46 participants, 96% were female teachers, 4% were male teachers,
and one participant declined to disclose this information. This study was limited by the
small number of male participants. The age range was between 20 and 50-plus years old.
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Four percent of the participants were between the ages of 20 and 30 (n = 2), 29% of the
participants were between the ages of 31 and 40 (n = 13), 33% of the participants were
between the ages of 41 and 50 (n = 15), another 33% of the participants were over the age
of 50 (n = 15), and one participant skipped the question.

Table 1. Demographic Information for Participants: Gender, Age, and Race
Demographic Information for Participants: Gender, Age, and Race

Demographics

Frequency of response

%

Gender
Female
Male
Skipped

43
2
1

94
4
2

Age
20-30 years old
31-40 years old
41-50 years old
50 years or older
Skipped

2
13
15
15
1

4
28
33
33
2

Race/ethnicity
Black/African American
White/Caucasian
Latino or Hispanic
American Indian or Alaskan Native
Skipped

4
27
11
1
3

9
59
24
0
6

Note. N = 46.

The demographic portion of the survey also asked participants to identify their
race/ethnicity. The breakdown for race/ethnicity was as follows: 9% reported to be
Black/African American (n = 4), 63% reported to be White/Caucasian (n = 27), 26%
reported to be Latino/Hispanic (n = 11), 2% reported to be American Indian or Alaskan
Native (n = 1), and three omitted the question.
Participants were asked about their highest degree earned, the grade they taught at
the time of the study, and the number of years they had taught. Of the 46 participants,
16% had a bachelor’s degree (n = 7), 84% had a master’s degree (n = 38), and one
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participant declined to respond to the question. As for the grade taught at the time of the
study, 19% taught transitional kindergarten or kindergarten (n = 8), 25% taught Grades 12 (n = 11), 41% taught Grades 3-4 (n = 18), 16% taught Grades 5-6 (n = 7), and two
participants skipped the question. Eleven percent of the participants had been teaching
for 1-2 years (n = 5), 22% had been teaching for 3-7 years (n = 10), 16% had been
teaching for 8-15 years (n = 7), 22% had been teaching for 16-20 years (n = 10), 29% had
been teaching over 21 years (n = 13), and one declined to answer. Table 2 demonstrates
demographic data for the highest degree earned, grade level taught at the time of the
study, and years of teaching experience.

Table 2. Demographic Information for Participants: Highest Degree, Current Grade Level, and Teaching
Experience
Demographic Information for Participants: Highest Degree, Current Grade Level, and Teaching
Experience

Demographics

Frequency of response

%

Degree
AA
BA/BS
MA/MS
Doctorate
Skipped

0
7
38
0
1

0
15
83
0
2

Grade level taught
TK/K
1-2
3-4
5-6
Skipped

8
11
18
7
2

18
24
39
15
4

Teaching experience
0-2 years
3-7 years
8-15 years
16-20 years
21 years or more
Skipped

5
10
7
10
13
1

11
22
15
22
28
2

Note. N = 46.
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Qualitative data were collected from 12 female teachers referred to the researcher
by their sites’ principals. Also referred by their administrators were three male teachers
who declined to participate in the semistructured interviews. Having no male participants
in the interview portion of this study limited the findings to the female perspective. Table
3 identifies the grade-level frequency for the participants in the interviews. All grade
levels were represented by at least two teachers, with the exception of fourth grade. Only
one teacher represented fourth grade. Teachers in the semistructured interviews also met
the following criteria: (a) general education teachers with 5 or more years of teaching
experience who were (b) identified by their administrator as implementing PBIS with
fidelity.

Table 3. Grade-Level Frequency of Interview Participants
Grade-Level Frequency of Interview Participants

Grade level

Number of interview participants

K
1
2
3
4
5

3
2
2
2
1
2

Note. N = 12.

Presentation and Analysis of Data
This research study focused on describing elementary school general education
teachers’ perceptions of how their efficacy, as teachers, was affected by their experiences
in implementing the PBIS framework. Using a mixed-methods phenomenological
approach, the researcher was able to obtain both quantitative and qualitative descriptive
data. Findings of the data are reported in tables through a narrative, descriptive analysis.
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PBIS FSA Survey Data
Participants were asked to complete the PBIS FSA, which measured the teachers’
perceptions of how faithfully PBIS was being implemented at their school sites.
According to Reinke et al. (2013), setting clear, visible classroom expectations is
positively related to improving the self-efficacy and classroom management of teachers.
Furthermore, the use of strategies based on rewards and recognition could have a greater
influence on students and further increase positive student-teacher interactions than
punitive strategies (De Jong et al., 2014), therefore allowing teachers to spend more time
on teaching and less time dealing with behavioral incidents in the classroom and thus
allowing teachers to increase their self-efficacy (Flower et al., 2014).
To develop these changes in student and teacher outcomes, a system-level
approach with supports is essential throughout the school. A closer look at these systems
was essential in analyzing the impact they had on the efficacy of the teachers (Dunlap et
al., 2014; Sugai & Horner, 2002a, 2002b).
Schoolwide systems. Schoolwide systems were defined as features involving all
students, all staff members, and all settings at the school site (Sugai, Horner, & Todd,
2000). Using a Likert scale from 1 (disagree strongly) to 7 (agree strongly), teachers
rated the extent to which each statement was true about their sites. Table 4 demonstrates
the teachers’ perceptions of how faithfully the schoolwide systems of the PBIS
framework were being implemented at their sites.
All 37 teachers who completed the PBIS FSA agreed to some degree that their
school site had at least three to five positively stated expectations and that their school
site taught each of these expectations as well as positive social behaviors. Thirty-four
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Table 4. Features of PBIS Schoolwide Systems Frequency Scale
Features of PBIS Schoolwide Systems Frequency Scale

Schoolwide systems
feature
School site has 3-5
positively stated
expectations.
School site teaches
expectations and
positive social
behaviors.
Systems to reward
students
demonstrating
positive behaviors
are in place.
Systems for students
who fail to meet
expectations are in
place.
Systems for
addressing
emergency
situations are in
place.
School site has a team
to plan and support
behavior issues.
School has a system
for informing staff
members on student
behavior.
Clear systems are in
place for
distinguishing
between classroom
and office managed
behaviors.

Neither
agree nor
Disagree disagree Agree a
Agree
a little
(4)
little
moderately

Disagree
strongly
(1)

Disagree
moderately

Agree
strongly
(7)

0

0

0

0

1

4

32

0

0

0

0

4

6

27

0

1

2

0

3

8

23

2

2

1

0

4

15

13

0

2

3

1

9

10

12

0

2

0

1

3

10

20

3

1

0

2

10

10

11

2

1

1

2

6

13

12

Note. N = 37.

teachers perceived their site to have systems to reward students demonstrating positive
behaviors, while three disagreed to some degree. Five of the 37 teachers disagreed to
some degree that their school site, as a whole, had systems in place for students who fail
to meet the expectations, but systems for addressing emergency situations were perceived
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to be in place to some degree by 31 teachers; one neither agreed nor disagreed, and five
teachers disagreed to some degree. Only two teachers disagreed moderately with the
statement that their school site had a team to plan and support behavior issues, while 35
agreed to some degree. Thirty-one teachers believed their school had a system in place
for informing staff members on student behavior, while two teachers neither agreed nor
disagreed, and four disagreed to some degree. Finally, 31 teachers agreed to some degree
that their school site to have clear systems in place for distinguishing between classroomand office-managed behaviors. Four teachers disagreed to some degree, while two could
neither agree nor disagree that their school site had clear systems in place for
distinguishing between classroom- and office-managed behaviors.
Classroom practices. According to Sugai, Horner, and Todd (2000), another
system within PBIS is the classroom system that includes all instructional settings in
which teachers supervise and teach groups of students. These are considered to be
classroom settings where classroom practices are carried out. Using a Likert scale from 1
(disagree strongly) to 7 (agree strongly), teachers rated statements regarding the degree
to which they perceived that fidelity of the PBIS framework was in place, under the
classroom practice systems (see Table 5).
Thirty-six teachers agreed to some degree that their school site had routines and
expected behaviors defined clearly and in a positive tone as well as routines and expected
behaviors taught explicitly, while only one teacher disagreed strongly with both of these
statements. One teacher moderately disagreed, two disagreed a little bit, and seven
neither agreed nor disagreed that students were praised at a ratio of four positive
statements to one negative statement. However, 27 teachers agreed to some degree that
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Table 5. Features of PBIS Classroom Practices Frequency Scale
Features of PBIS Classroom Practices Frequency Scale

Classroom system
feature
Routines and
expected behaviors
are defined and in
a positive tone.
Routines and
expected behaviors
are explicitly
taught.
Students are praised
on a 4:1 (4
positives to 1
negative).
Problem behaviors
are defined in the
classroom.
Consequences for
problem behaviors
are consistent.
Classroom systems
are in place to
continue
instruction when
problematic
behaviors occur.
Classroom
instructional and
non-instructional
transitions are
taught and in
place.
Rewards and
consequences are
consistent with
those school-wide.

Neither
agree nor
disagree Agree a
Agree
(4)
little
moderately

Disagree
strongly
(1)

Disagree
moderately

Disagree
a little

Agree
strongly
(7)

1

0

0

0

1

13

22

1

0

0

0

1

14

21

0

1

2

7

7

14

6

0

0

0

3

5

14

14

2

1

1

2

8

15

8

0

2

3

2

10

15

5

0

0

2

3

9

10

13

3

1

1

3

3

16

10

Note. N = 37.

their school site followed the 4:1 ratio. No teacher disagreed with the statement that
problem behaviors were defined in the classroom, whereas three neither agreed nor
disagreed, and 33 agreed to some degree. To some extent, four teachers disagreed with
the statement that their school site’s consequences for problem behaviors were consistent.
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Two teachers could neither agree nor disagree, while 31 teachers agreed to some extent
that their school site’s consequences for problematic behaviors were consistent. The
perception that classroom systems were in place to continue instruction when problematic
behaviors occurred was supported by 30 teachers to some degree, neither agreed nor
disagreed with by two teachers, and disagreed with to some degree by five teachers.
Thirty-two teachers agreed to some extent that classroom systems were in place during
the transitions between classroom instructional and noninstructional time. However, two
teachers disagreed with the statement, and three neither agreed nor disagreed. For the last
statement under classroom systems, teachers determined the degree to which they
believed classroom rewards and consequences were consistent with those schoolwide.
Five teachers out of 37 disagreed with this statement to some degree, three neither agreed
nor disagreed, and 29 agreed to some extent.
Student supports. Individual student systems are defined as specific decisionmaking systems for the identification and support of students who engage in chronic
problem behaviors (Sugai, Horner, & Todd, 2000). Table 6 displays the degree to which
teachers perceived that fidelity of the PBIS framework was in place for student supports
by rating statements on a Likert scale from 1 (disagree strongly) to 7 (agree strongly).
Student supports are all of the systems necessary to support students who engage
in chronic problem behaviors. Thirty-three teachers agreed to some degree that their
school site had an ongoing system for collecting data for problematic student behaviors.
Two teachers neither agreed nor disagreed with this statement, while two teachers
disagreed to some degree. Five teachers neither agreed nor disagreed that their school
site had systems to collect patterns of problem behaviors and report them to the staff for
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Table 6. Features of PBIS Student Supports Frequency Scale
Features of PBIS Student Supports Frequency Scale

Student support
feature
An on-going data
collecting system for
problematic student
behaviors is in place.
Team collects patterns
of problem
behaviors and
reports them to the
staff for decisionmaking.
System for teachers
requesting assistance
with chronic
problematic student
behaviors are in
place.
Intervention systems
are in place for
students in Tier 1, 2,
and 3.
The site has a behavior
support team with at
least one member
trained in functional
behavioral
assessments.
Teachers are provided
with training on
behavioral supports
and positive
strategies.
Family members of
problematic students
are involved in the
decision-making
process when
appropriate.
Families are provided
with opportunities to
learn positive
behavior strategies
to support students at
home.

Disagree
Neither agree
Agree
strongly
Disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree
Agree
strongly
(1)
moderately a little
(4)
a little moderately
(7)
1

0

1

2

2

10

21

1

1

0

5

3

7

20

2

4

0

3

2

16

10

2

2

3

0

5

16

9

2

0

2

7

0

9

17

1

1

1

3

6

16

9

1

1

3

10

5

11

6

2

5

1

8

4

14

3

Note. N = 37.
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decision making, while two disagreed with the statement to some degree and 30 agreed to
some degree. There were 28 teachers who agreed to some degree that their school site
had systems in place for teachers requesting assistance with chronic problematic student
behaviors. Three teachers could neither agree nor disagree with the statement, while six
disagreed to some degree. Thirty teachers agreed to some degree that their school site
had interventions in place for Tiers 1, 2, and 3 of PBIS, while seven teachers disagreed to
some degree. Four teachers disagreed to some degree that their school site had a
behavior support team with at least one member trained in functional behavioral
assessments. There were seven teachers who neither agreed nor disagreed with the
statement and 26 teachers who agreed with the statement to some degree. Thirty-one
teachers agreed to some degree that their school site provided training on behavioral
supports and positive strategies, three neither agreed nor disagreed, and three disagreed to
some degree. With the statement that family members of problematic students are
involved in the decision-making process when appropriate, 22 teachers agreed to some
degree, 10 neither agreed nor disagreed, and five disagreed to some degree. Eight
teachers neither agreed nor disagreed with the statement that families are provided with
opportunities to learn positive behavior strategies to support students at home, while eight
disagreed and 21 agreed to some degree.
TES Data
The TES consisted of 16 questions to measure teachers’ perceptions of their
efficacy in student engagement, instructional strategies, and classroom management.
This self-administered Likert survey measured the extent to which teachers could
influence those particular areas of teaching on a rating scale ranging from 1 to 6.
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Research Question 1. The first research question was, “What are elementary
school general education teachers’ perceptions of how their teacher efficacy was affected
by their experiences in implementing the PBIS framework in their classrooms?”
Teachers’ self-efficacy can be expressed through three domains: student
engagement, instructional strategies, and classroom management (Tschannen-Moran &
Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Using a Likert scale, teachers rated the extent to which they could
influence their teacher efficacy. A rating of 1 indicated not at all, 3 indicated they had
some influence, and 6 indicated that the teachers believed they could influence a
particular facet of teaching completely. This allowed the researcher to analyze the
median and mean for each teacher efficacy domain to indicate the extent to which
elementary school general education teachers felt they could influence each domain. In
this study, teachers perceived they had an influence on their teacher efficacy through their
experiences in implementing the PBIS framework in their classrooms. Table 7 identifies
teachers’ perceived influence in all three domains: student engagement (M = 4.46,
mode = 4), instructional strategies (M = 4.72, mode = 5), and classroom management
(M = 4.71, mode = 5).

Table 7. Overall Teacher Efficacy for Each Domain
Overall Teacher Efficacy for Each Domain

Domain

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Median

Mode

Student engagement
Instructional strategies
Classroom management

1
3
1

6
6
6

4.46
4.72
4.71

4
5
5

4
5
5

Note. Likert scale: 1 (not at all), 3 (some), 6 (completely).
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Table 8 illustrates the extent to which teachers perceived they could influence
their teaching efficacy. Most teachers perceived they could influence student
engagement either quite a bit (37.73%) or completely (14.55%), while only 0.45% felt
they could not affect student engagement at all. No teachers felt they had no influence
over their instructional strategies. On the contrary, teachers believed they could influence
instructional strategies extensively (44.00%). As for their classroom management,
elementary school general education teachers perceived they could affect their efficacy in
this domain extensively (41.67%) or quite a bit (27.65%).
Table 8. Percentage of the Teachers’ Overall Efficacy in Each Domain
Percentage of the Teachers’ Overall Efficacy in Each Domain

Domain

Not at all
(1)

Very
little

Some
(3)

Quite a
bit

Extensively

Completely
(6)

Student engagement
Instructional strategies
Classroom management

0.45%
0.00%
0.38%

3.18%
1.36%
0.76%

10.00%
4.55%
9.09%

37.73%
32.27%
27.65%

34.09%
44.09%
41.67%

14.55%
17.73%
20.45%

Note. N = 44 for each subscale item in the domains. Percentage is the mean in each domain.

Research Question 2. The second research question was, “What teacher efficacy
skills do elementary school general education teachers consider to have been most
affected by their involvement with the implementation of the PBIS framework?”
All efficacy skills were affected by elementary general education teachers to some
degree. Skills under each domain were rated to determine the degree to which teachers
perceived they could influence students. To decide which skills were affected the most,
teachers’ frequency rating scores were combined into three categories of influence: not at
all and very little, some and quite a bit, and extensively and completely. Table 9 displays
the teachers’ perceived efficacy skills under each of the three efficacy domains.

82

Table 9. Frequency Scale of Teacher Efficacy Skills by Domain
Frequency Scale of Teacher Efficacy Skills by Domain

Domain/efficacy skill

Not at all
or very
little
(n)

Some or
quite a bit
(n)

Extensively
or
completely
(n)

Student engagement
Assist most difficult behavior students.
Ensure students are learning.
Motivate students to learn.
Provide assistance to families of difficult behavior students.
Develop relationships to foster learning.

1
0
0
7
0

28
23
17
24
13

15
21
27
13
31

Instructional strategies
Develop lessons to address the needs of all students.
Determine students’ learning of the lesson.
Provide alternative strategies to academic at-risk students.
Assessments guide changes in instruction.
Reteach lessons when students are confused.

1
0
0
2
0

14
16
21
17
13

29
28
23
25
31

Classroom management
Provide clear behavior expectations to all students.
Control disruptive behavior in the classroom.
Deescalate noisy disruptive behavior.
Establish routines.
Manage difficult behaviors in the classroom.
Provide behavior interventions to disruptive students.

0
1
0
0
1
1

9
19
21
4
20
24

35
24
23
40
23
19

Note. N = 44.

The teacher efficacy skill affected the most under the domain of student
engagement was the ability to develop teacher-student relationships to foster learning
(n = 31). Elementary school general education teachers perceived they could also
influence students’ motivation to learn (n = 27). Although teachers perceived that they
were able to influence all efficacy skills under student engagement, the ability to provide
assistance to families of difficult behavior students (n = 13) and the ability to assist their
most difficult behavior students (n = 15) were still perceived as challenges.
Table 9 summarizes the frequency of responses to teachers’ efficacy skills under
the instructional strategies domain. More than half of the teachers perceived that they
were able to influence all facets of instructional strategies (x > n = 22). Elementary
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school general education teachers perceived their ability to have an influence on how
they retaught lessons when students were confused (n = 31) to be the most affected,
whereas only 23 teachers felt they could provide alternative academic strategies for
students who were at risk.
The final teacher efficacy domain was classroom management. As indicated in
Table 9, elementary school general education teachers perceived that they were able to
influence five out of six teacher efficacy skills. The teacher efficacy skill that was the
most affected under the classroom management domain was the ability to establish
routines (n = 40). Teachers also believed they could influence, either extensively or
completely, the ability to provide clear behavior expectations to all student (n = 35).
However, the teacher efficacy skill perceived to be the least influenced by teachers was
the ability to provide behavior interventions to disruptive students (n = 19).
Research Question 3. The third research question was, “To what extent do
elementary school general education teachers perceive they can influence student conduct
in the classroom via the PBIS framework?”
Table 10 identifies the extent to which elementary school general education
teachers perceived they could influence student conduct via the PBIS framework.
Teachers identified two areas they felt could influence and affect student conduct in the
classroom management domain. These extensively or completely influenced the efficacy
skills of establishing routines (52.27%, n = 23 and 34.9%, n = 15, respectively) and
providing clear expectations to all students (45.45%, n = 20 and 38.64%, n = 17,
respectively). In addition, teachers felt they only had some influence on the ability to
deescalate noisy, disruptive behavior in the classroom (15.91%, n = 7). Also, an area in
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which general education teachers perceived they had very little influence on student
conduct was in providing behavior interventions to disruptive students (47.73%, n = 21).
Finally, only one teacher felt he or she could not at all influence the ability to control
student behavior in the classroom (2.27%, n = 1).

Table 10. Percentage and Frequency Scale of Teacher Efficacy Skills in Classroom Management
Percentage and Frequency Scale of Teacher Efficacy Skills in Classroom Management
Classroom
management skill
Provide clear behavior
expectations to all
students
Control disruptive
behavior in the
classroom
Deescalate noisy
disruptive behavior
Establish routines
Manage difficult
behaviors in the
classroom
Provide behavior
interventions to
disruptive students

Not at all
(1)

Very little

Some
(3)

0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 1 (2.27%)

Quite a bit

Extensively

Completely
(6)

8 (18.18%) 20 (45.45%) 15 (34.09%)

1 (2.27%) 0 (0.00%) 6 (13.64%) 13 (29.55%) 19 (43.18%)

5 (11.36%)

0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 7 (15.91%) 14 (31.82%) 16 (36.36%)

7 (15.91%)

0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 1 (2.27%) 3 (6.82%) 23 (52.27%) 17 (38.64%)
0 (0.00%) 1 (2.27%) 6 (13.64%) 14 (31.82%) 18 (40.91%) 5 (11.36%)

0 (0.00%) 1 (2.27%) 3 (6.82%) 21 (47.73%) 14 (31.82%)

5 (11.36%)

Note. N = 44.

Research Question 4. The fourth research question was, “What perceived factors
do elementary school general education teachers believe affect the way they provide
classroom management?”
Teachers perceived factors under each of the efficacy skills to have affected the
way they provided classroom management. Table 11 identifies the means of teachers’
responses regarding the extent to which they felt they could influence classroom
management. Elementary school general education teachers (N = 44) identified the
inability to provide behavior interventions for disruptive students as a factor that affected
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their classroom management (M = 4.43, mode = 4). In addition, teachers perceived
factors for controlling disruptive behaviors in the classroom (M = 4.45, mode = 5) and
factors for managing difficult behaviors (M = 4.45, mode = 5) to be equally important in
affecting the way they provided classroom management. Finally, factors perceived by
teachers to be most important in the way classroom management was provided were in
establishing routines (M = 5.27, mode = 5).

Table 11. Classroom Management Efficacy Skills
Classroom Management Efficacy Skills

Skill
Provide clear behavior expectations to all
students
Control disruptive behavior in the classroom
Deescalate noisy disruptive behavior
Establish routines
Manage difficult behaviors in the classroom
Provide behavior interventions to disruptive
students

Mean

Median

Mode

5.11

5

5

4.45
4.52
5.27
4.45
4.43

5
5
5
5
4

5
5
5
5
4

Note. N = 44.

Research Question 5. The final research question was, “How did the
implementation of PBIS in elementary school general education teachers’ classrooms
impact their ability to provide classroom management?”
As indicated in Table 7, elementary school general education teachers perceived
that they had an extensive ability to provide classroom management (M = 4.71, mode =
5) in schools with at least 2 years of PBIS implementation. In addition, Table 10
demonstrates that teachers’ classroom management was extensively (n = 23) or
completely (n = 17) impacted by their ability to establish routines. Another area that
impacted their ability to provide classroom management extensively (n = 20) or
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completely (n = 15) was their ability to provide clear behavior expectations to all
students. Finally, teachers’ classroom management was impacted to some degree by their
ability to influence each of the classroom management efficacy skills.
Semistructured Interview Data Analysis
Qualitative interviews are used to understand the perspective of another person
(Patton, 2002). Through individual interviews, the perceptions of 12 general education
teachers regarding how their self-efficacy was affected by classroom experiences and
student conduct in elementary PBIS schools were explored.
To understand how teachers perceived their efficacy to be affected through the
implementation of PBIS, the researcher began by exploring the participants’
understanding of PBIS. Elementary general education teachers were asked to “describe
positive behavior interventions and supports (PBIS).” In response, all but two
participants mentioned elements that described PBIS. Elements identified by participants
that did not describe PBIS were strategies and supports for PBIS. One of the two
participants who identified strategies and interventions stated that some of the
interventions used that were positive and supported PBIS were “Starbucks [recognition
tickets], the bubble recess, verbal praise, student of the month, candy or other kinds of
treats, helping little jobs that kids like to do, and eating with the teacher in the
classroom.” The second participant agreed that “in the classroom, the teachers have
different rewards for their kids as far as behavior.”
Table 12 summarizes the frequency of responses provided by participants to
describe PBIS. The most frequent responses given by participants to describe PBIS
under strategies and supports were reinforcement of behaviors (eight of 12 responses),
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incentives and rewards (five of 12 responses), and teaching skills and expectations (five
of 12 responses). Other strategies and supports identified by elementary general
education teachers included providing praise to students (four of 12 responses) and using
low-level referrals (two of 12 responses).

Table 12. Descriptions of PBIS
Descriptions of PBIS

Description

Frequency of response

Strategies and supports
Reinforcement of behaviors
Incentives and rewards
Teaching skills and expectations
Providing praise to students
Using low-level referrals

8
5
5
4
2

PBIS
Focus on positive behaviors
Using positive interventions to redirect student behavior
Program used in the school
Schoolwide consistency

8
6
5
3

Note. N = 12.

Responses were also thematically consolidated based on elements that described
PBIS. Table 12 includes responses regarding descriptions of PBIS. These responses
included focusing on positive behaviors (eight of 12 responses) and using positive
interventions to redirect student behavior (six of 12 responses). Participant 8 described
“the interventions that the PBIS program puts in [for] the kids” as opportunities for them
“to think of their actions more so than just giving a consequence.” Another participant,
Participant 9, stated that PBIS was a way to “encourage positive behaviors” and to “focus
on those positive behaviors rather than focus on punishing negative behaviors.” Yet
another participant, Participant 2, stated that PBIS provided “interventions to help correct
the behavior” with “different strategies that could be used for the whole class or for just
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the individual Tier 1, 2, or 3 students.” Other participants described PBIS as a program
used in the school (five of 12 responses) and as a way of having schoolwide consistency
(three of 12 responses). One general education teacher described PBIS as “a system in
which the school comes together to set up a structure” (Participant 12).
Research Question 1. The first research question was, “What are elementary
school general education teachers’ perceptions of how their teacher efficacy was affected
by their experiences in implementing the PBIS framework in their classrooms?”
Participants were asked to describe how PBIS had affected their ability to teach in
the classroom. Responses were extracted and thematically combined based on
elementary general education teachers’ perceptions of how their efficacy had been
affected by their experiences with the implementation of the PBIS framework.
Elementary general education teachers indicated that their efficacy was either assisted or
hindered through the classroom experiences with PBIS (see Table 13). Elementary
general education teachers expressed that the implementation of the PBIS framework had
improved their ability to teach in the classroom by providing them with instructional
strategies (nine of 12 responses), strategies for classroom management (five of 12
responses), differentiation toward student behaviors (five of 12 responses), strategies to
develop a positive culture (five of 12 responses), the ability to maintain student
engagement (five of 12 responses), and the ability to maintain schoolwide consistency
(three of 12 responses).
With the instructional strategies learned through the implementation of PBIS,
participants were able to teach social skills and expectations through explicit instruction.

89

Table 13. Common Themes in Interview Responses for Research Question 1
Common Themes in Interview Responses for Research Question 1

Research question
What are elementary school
general education
teachers’ perceptions of
how their teacher efficacy
was affected by their
experiences in
implementing the PBIS
framework in their
classrooms?

Common themes for assisting and hindering teachers

Frequency of
responses

Assisted
Instructional strategies
Classroom management
Differentiating student behavior
Developing a positive culture
Maintaining student engagement
Maintaining schoolwide consistency
Hindered
Has not hindered their teaching
Mindset change
Teachers’ personal issues
Time for paperwork and to reteach
Negative student behavior
Not enough school support for students or teachers
Not enough strategies

9
5
5
5
5
3
10
7
4
2
2
1
1

Note. N = 12.

In doing so, general education teachers were more willing to provide students with
classroom instruction and activities that involved teamwork and the use of manipulatives.
Participant 12 emphasized that classroom teaching was affected by experiences with
PBIS instruction, which was not only about teaching the academics but also the
behavioral expectations like one would teach in an academic lesson. The participant also
added that instruction should be guided clearly and specifically. Another participant,
Participant 5, indicated that with the instructional strategies learned through the
implementation of PBIS, the participant was more likely to incorporate lessons that
involved cooperative learning. Participant 5 perceived that by having “less behavior
issues,” one “can concentrate more on content,” “curriculum,” and “delivery, and do
more things . . . that would be activity involved,” thus becoming “more comfortable in
doing [activities with] cooperative learning.”
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Classroom management strategies were also perceived to have assisted teachers’
experiences in the classroom. Participants indicated that the strategies gained through the
implementation of PBIS had helped them to be able to redirect behaviors more easily.
Participant 2 stated that when “a student is not following directions, if they’re tapping or
they’re speaking out of turn,” praising “those that are doing the desired behavior” works
well for redirecting the negative behavior. Participant 11 agreed that by praising other
students exhibiting the desired behaviors, the participant was “able to redirect students
fairly quickly.”
Elementary general education teachers indicated that PBIS provided a better
understanding of how to deal with students with different behavioral needs. Participant 1
felt that PBIS helped with the differentiation of different students’ needs and
understanding “how different kids are different” as well as how to provide “more
positive” strategies. Participant 6 indicated that PBIS really helped the participant to
“better understand” students and to be “able to work better with students, knowing where
their mindset is and how to approach them.”
As indicated in Table 13, through the implementation of PBIS, participants felt
supported in the ability to provide a positive culture and increase student engagement.
Participant 2 believed “it helped . . . provide a more positive classroom for all students,
not just for the ones that [have] behavior issues.” Furthermore, Participant 4 expressed
that PBIS gave “us a really good structure with behavior” and set “positive boundaries so
they [students] know what is acceptable, what is appropriate, and what isn’t.”
Elementary general education teachers believed that with the implementation of PBIS,
their ability to maintain student engagement had increased. One teacher, Participant 10,
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shared that by “focusing on the positive,” the teacher could “love teaching a whole lot
more, and the kids catch on, on the enthusiasm too,” thus increasing student engagement.
Participant 11 expressed that PBIS helped “to teach in the classroom by helping” teachers
to really “focus with keeping engagement and maintaining engagement.”
Three participants felt that having consistency in schoolwide expectations
improved their ability to carry out their classroom instruction with minimal behavioral
issues. Participant 3 stated that schoolwide expectations had “helped” the participant and
that the “kids know . . . they’ll carry this over through the grade levels with consistency.”
Furthermore, Participant 7 shared that when students come into the class, “they know
what’s expected of them as well because [everyone] is consistent with be safe, be
responsible, [and] be respectful.” One participant found it difficult to maintain
consistency when having to explain what PBIS is to new or older staff members.
Participant 10 stated that it was “challenging to explain it to new people coming in,”
especially those “that come in from a more old school model.”
Participants were asked to describe how PBIS had affected their teaching
experiences. Participants expressed that overall, PBIS had not hindered their ability to
teach in the classroom but instead had provided more benefits than detriments (10 of 12
responses). Teachers felt that PBIS had provided them with the strategies to develop a
more positive attitude and to continue persevering while modeling these skills to
students. Participant 1 said that PBIS had not hindered the ability to teach in the
classroom, but “learning how to keep the positive part of it up” was difficult. In addition,
Participant 11 stated that through the continuous repetition of strategies, PBIS had
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improved the participant’s confidence and teaching experiences to “become much more
effective with maintaining a peaceful and quiet environment.”
However, some of these elementary general education teachers also expressed
that the detriments faced through the implementation of the PBIS framework affected
their teaching in some way or another (see Table 13). Teachers perceived that PBIS
hindered their teaching ability because it challenged their mindset (seven of 12
responses). Participants perceived that the personal issues (four of 12 responses) that
teachers brought into the classroom had interfered with the implementation of the
framework and affected their teaching in the classroom. Participants also expressed that
the implementation of PBIS had been challenging due to the amount of time spent (two
of 12 responses) on paperwork to document negative behaviors and interventions and in
reteaching the social skills and expectations inside and outside of the classroom. Another
obstacle participants perceived to continue to affect the implementation of PBIS was the
continuous encounters with negative student behaviors (two of 12 responses).
Furthermore, negative student behaviors were amplified by the participants’ perception of
not having enough school support (one of 12 responses) for either students or teachers
and not having enough strategies (one of 12 responses) to deal with negative student
behaviors. All of these factors were perceived to have affected the teachers’ ability to
teach in the classroom.
Changing one’s mindset was perceived to be a hindrance that affected the
teachers’ teaching ability. Elementary general education teachers perceived that their
mindset affected their experiences in the classroom because they challenged behaviors on
how they disciplined children or because their mindset challenged past beliefs of the way
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they were raised. Participant 1 stated that it was difficult “understanding that they
[children] had to be taught social skills . . . because of the way [the participant had been]
raised.” Participant 2 added that if one’s “mindset is not there, . . . it is a struggle to see
the good.” Furthermore, the participant expressed that having to change one’s mindset
“was a learning experience, and [the participant] had to learn to work with students”
instead of just providing a consequence.
Participants expressed that personal issues outside of the classroom got in the way
of their own classroom experiences by preventing them from focusing on the positive.
Participants perceived their own distractions outside the classroom, such as stress, family
issues, personal philosophies, and the teachers’ mood, to interfere with their classroom
experiences. Participant 1 said it was hard to accept the idea that the participant had to
teach students social skills and behavior because “their parents didn’t teach them.”
Meanwhile, Participant 2 expressed that it was difficult to leave any “personal issue . . .
outside of the classroom.” “I get in my own way,” stated Participant 12.
Two participants perceived that the time spent on paperwork and on reteaching
the skills affected their classroom experiences by taking away time from their classroom
instruction. Participant 4 stated that “paperwork” was the “typical life of a teacher” that
got in the way of providing students with a positive classroom experience and
implementing PBIS with fidelity. In addition, Participant 5 said, “PBIS hindered” the
ability to teach in the classroom because the participant “would have to stop, would have
to document the low-level referrals,” and would have to “provide the strategies and
interventions.” The participant added that documenting takes “time” and “does take
away from the rest of the class.” One participant reported that not having enough school
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support for the teachers or the students could affect the classroom experiences.
Participant 10 shared that classroom experiences were affected in “trying to apply a one
size fits all” with PBIS and that “the lack of awareness of our kids” was unacceptable and
“irritating.” In addition, Participant 6 reported not having enough strategies to deal with
student behavior and “still having to try to figure out what can [be done], what strategies
[to] use.”
Research Question 2. The second research question was, “What teacher efficacy
skills do elementary school general education teachers consider to have been most
affected by their involvement with the implementation of the PBIS framework?”
Participants were asked to describe their teacher efficacy skills that had changed
the most in each domain since implementing PBIS. Elementary general education
teachers perceived that their skills had changed through the implementation of PBIS in all
three areas of teacher efficacy. These involved the ability to carry out student
engagement, instructional strategies, and classroom management. Teachers perceived
skills in classroom management (nine of 12 responses) to have changed the most with
PBIS. Skills in student engagement (six of 12 responses) and instructional strategies
(four of 12 responses) were also perceived to have been influenced by their involvement
with PBIS. Table 14 shows the three teacher efficacy areas affected.

Table 14. Most Affected Teacher Efficacy
Most Affected Teacher Efficacy

Teacher efficacy

Frequency of responses

Classroom management
Student engagement
Instructional strategies

9
6
4

Note. N = 12.
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Under each teacher efficacy area perceived to have changed the most, skills were
provided. These skills were perceived by the participants to have changed their teaching
efficacy the most. Table 15 summarizes the skills that elementary general education
teachers considered to have been affected.

Table 15. Teacher Efficacy Areas Affected With Skills
Teacher Efficacy Areas Affected With Skills

Research question
What teacher efficacy skills do
elementary school general education
teachers consider to have been most
affected by their involvement with
the implementation of the PBIS
framework?

Teacher efficacy domain and skills

Frequency of
responses

Classroom management
Tools to redirect behavior
Rewards

11
3

Student engagement
Please teacher
Interest
Student centered

4
3
3

Instructional strategies
Teaching social skills and expectations
Praise
Growth mindset

5
4
2

Note. N = 12.

Skills under the efficacy domain of classroom management were consolidated
into two themes: tools for redirecting behavior (11 of 12 responses) and rewards (three of
12 responses). Elementary general education teachers perceived that they acquired
different types of tools for redirecting behavior through the implementation of PBIS.
These skills included the use of different strategies such as talking to the students one-onone, using self-reflection forms, teaching expectations, using positive notes, and
providing positive feedback. Participant 6 stated that from a “discipline aspect, just using
all of those different types of tools . . . available” had assisted in classroom management;
tools the participant mentioned were “PBIS World,” “reflection forms,” and “an
intervention teacher.” Participant 8 expressed that when issues arose, the participant was
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able to “go through . . . rules and what’s expected of them” to change students’ behavior.
Furthermore, Participant 11 indicated that “when something [did] take place,” the
participant could “very quickly apply what [was] learned . . . to redirect behaviors.”
Classroom management was also affected through the implementation of rewards.
Participant 3 stated that “having different kinds of treats to reward behavior” and using
“tickets” to acknowledge positive behavior had been a way to achieve management.
The student engagement skills of teachers were perceived to have been affected
by students’ desire to please the teachers (four of 12 responses), interest (three of 12
responses), and activities that were more student centered (three of 12 responses). “Kids
are more likely to try and to try to get praise than they are to . . . get reprimanded for
something,” said Participant 9. Meanwhile, Participant 5 expressed that teachers were
more willing to develop lessons that were more student centered and that “because of
PBIS, . . . kids [were] more apt to be able to work in groups, and use manipulatives, and
do different projects without having to worry about behavior getting out of control.”
Participant 11 said “that engagement was higher [because] there [were] fewer
interruptions.” Negative or disruptive behaviors would “happen minimally, [and] the
duration of the time [was] much shorter.” “Building a relationship” with students and
showing students they were “cared” for had helped Participant 2 “build classroom
engagement.”
As indicated in Table 15, the final efficacy area perceived to have been affected
by the implementation of PBIS was instructional strategies. Skills affected were the
teachers’ ability to teach skills and expectations (five of 12 responses), praise students
(four of 12 responses), and provide students with opportunities for a growth mindset (two
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of 12 responses). Participant 11 indicated that PBIS had allowed the participant to
“[apply] skills within, during the lesson delivery, and while students [were] working.”
Furthermore, Participant 1 stated that PBIS facilitated the implementation of social skills
by allowing students to “get up” and practice the skills by modeling while students “do a
skit.” Meanwhile, Participant 6 expressed that “being positive [while] providing the 4:1
praise . . . has taught [the participant] to teach students to have a growth mindset.”
Participant 10 emphasized that “focusing on the positive all of the time” could help
teachers improve their instructional strategies.
Research Question 3. The third research question was, “To what extent do
elementary school general education teachers perceive they can influence student conduct
in the classroom via the PBIS framework?”
Table 16 summarizes how elementary general education teachers perceived they
could influence student conduct in the classroom. The top three positive factors teachers
felt they could influence to impact student conduct in the classroom were the teachers’
behaviors (11 of 12 responses), modeling (eight of 12 responses), and providing positive
praise (six of 12 responses). Other factors teachers felt they could influence to affect
student conduct were having students with social skills in the classroom (six of 12
responses), providing incentives (five of 12 responses), ensuring students stayed on task
(five of 12 responses), having consistent rules and expectations throughout the school
(four of 12 responses), and helping students achieve academic success (two of 12
responses).
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Table 16. Positive Factors of Student Conduct
Positive Factors of Student Conduct

Research question
To what extent do elementary
school general education
teachers perceive they can
influence student conduct in
the classroom via the PBIS
framework?

Positive factor
Teacher behaviors
Modeling
Providing positive praise
Students with social skills
Provide incentives
Students on task
Consistency
Academic success

Frequency of responses
11
8
6
6
5
5
4
2

Note. N = 12.

Teacher behaviors were perceived to influence student conduct by the manner in
which teachers motivate other students and reach out to students with problematic
behaviors, and through the teachers’ tone. Students feed off the behaviors of their
teachers and are influenced through their actions. Participant 4 expressed that knowing
how a teacher can affect student conduct “keeps [the teacher] mindful of the things [he or
she] needs to do.” Participant 12 indicated that “the teacher sets the tone” and has the
responsibility for “being open minded and really reaching out to students who have the
tendency to not be on task, not follow the rules, [and] the kids who talk.” “If the teacher
is positive, [then] everybody just kind of follows that,” expressed Participant 2.
However, Participant 6 added that if the teacher happens “to not be having a good day,
then they [students] are not going to have a good day.”
Participants also felt that teacher and student modeling could influence student
conduct in the classroom. By modeling social skills, teachers can develop positive
behaviors while correcting the negative ones. Participant 11 indicated that “the
development of positive behavior is very much able to [be] develop[ed] through teacher
modeling and student modeling.” Participants felt that providing students with the
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opportunity to have a discussion followed by modeling allowed students to talk about
ways to change the behavior based on the expectations of the classroom and school, thus
affecting their behavior in a positive manner. Participant 2 indicated that “always
talk[ing] about respect when talking with others” was important, and Participant 3 added
that the use of “friendship circles gave the kids the chance to talk through the right thing
to do, the wrong things to do, and how to fix it, before the behaviors come up.”
Student conduct was equally influenced by positive praise and having students
with positive social skills in the classroom. Participant 9 indicated that “focusing on the
positive and pointing [those behaviors] out more often and praising them was helping”
students change their behavior. In addition, Participant 7 expressed that students were
more willing to change their behavior when praise was provided because they “want to
hear that positive,” even if “sometimes it’s just a verbal affirmation of what they’re
doing.” Participants also expressed that having students with positive social skills in the
classroom could affect student conduct. Having “students saying yes, ma’am or thank
you and please” was perceived by Participant 1 to have a positive influence on behavior.
Participant 8 expressed that having students demonstrate “the responsibility on their part”
also produced positive behaviors.
Other factors that general education teachers perceived to have influenced student
conduct included incentivizing students, ensuring students stayed on task, having
consistent rules and expectations schoolwide, and helping students achieve academic
success. Participant 10 indicated that positive behaviors could be influenced by having
students “working towards goals and prizes” that “are attainable and at their level.”
Participant 1 added that “looking for kids to be on task” influenced student conduct.
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Furthermore, Participant 7 expressed that “what [made] PBIS a really positive
intervention in the classroom” was the school’s dedication to “staying consistent.”
Although elementary school general education teachers perceived that they were
able to influence different factors of student conduct, there were some factors that
teachers felt they could not influence. Table 17 summarizes these negative factors.
These included teacher behaviors and planning (nine of 12 responses), students’ off-task
behaviors (eight of 12 responses), students without social skills (seven of 12 responses),
issues from the students’ homes (six of 12 responses), a lack of school support (five of 12
responses), and academic failures (two of 12 responses).

Table 17. Negative Factors of Student Conduct
Negative Factors of Student Conduct

Research question
To what extent do elementary
school general education
teachers perceive they can
influence student conduct in
the classroom via the PBIS
framework?

Negative factors

Frequency of responses

Teacher behaviors and planning
Students’ off-task behavior
Students without social skills
Issues from the students’ homes
Lack of school support
Academic failures

9
8
7
6
5
2

Note. N = 12.

Elementary school general education teachers viewed their own behaviors and
lack of planning as factors out of their control that influenced students’ conduct. These
behaviors included the teachers’ negative tone, not holding students accountable for their
behaviors, not stopping behaviors before they escalate, and teachers having too much on
their plate. Participant 4 stated that the tone the teacher sets “can set the kids off.” This
includes “how you greet [students],” “how you talk to [students],” and the “mood” of the
teacher when first encountering the students and throughout the day. Participant 12
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expressed that “it’s up to the teacher to stop [negative behaviors],” and “if students are
not held accountable for their behavior, then that can snowball, and other kids can start
modeling that negative behavior.” In addition, Participant 9 stated that “letting negative
behaviors go too far [was] something that [caused] problems and [allowed] negative
behaviors to keep happening.” Furthermore, Participant 8 expressed that “if we
[teachers] have too much on our plates . . . that negativity can start a snowball effect and
start growing,” passing negativity on to students and affecting their conduct.
Teachers’ lack of planning was also perceived to influence student conduct.
Having weak transitions between lessons, having weak transitions between inside and
outside activities, and not being able to explain lessons or materials adequately could
influence the behaviors of students. Participant 10 indicated that “structuring that
unstructured time [had] been a huge challenge” that had led to negative student conduct.
If there was “not enough planning, if there was lag time, if the transitions [were] weak,”
or maybe if materials were not “explained correctly or completely enough,” that could
influence student conduct.
Participants reported having little influence on students’ off-task behaviors that
consisted of being distracted, not being focused, not being prepared, personality clashes
between the students and the teachers, and the influence of other peers. Participant 11
shared that “there [was] a tendency towards off-task behaviors. Students can get easily
distracted sometimes from hearing a conversation taking place that is unrelated to the
task on hand,” and that could influence other students to go off task. In addition,
Participant 12 shared that sometimes there was a “personality clash” between teacher and
student; just like students could push the teachers’ patience, teachers could also push the
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students’ patience. Participant 9 expressed that other times, when teachers are
continuously “just focusing on giving attention to the kids that are using negative
behaviors, [that can cause] more negative behaviors to happen.”
As indicated in Table 17, another factor participants perceived to have a negative
influence on students’ conduct was the lack of social skills. Participants reported that
students who did not have the skills to ignore disruptive behaviors or the skills to cope
with negative situations encountered on campus influenced student conduct. Participant
1 shared that students who were “not able to ignore” the “classmate that is bugging”
added to the negative student conduct in the classroom. Participant 10 expressed that
many times teachers had to deal with “kiddos in tears, somebody furious, and somebody
running out . . . because they’ve been wronged” and did not have the social skills
necessary to cope with these situations. Students “come in with a lot of tattling [and] a
lot of attitude,” so it is up to the teacher to try to “figure out a better way [for the
students] to communicate better,” stated Participant 3.
Participant 1 stated that “stuff from home could cause some of that [negative
behavior] to happen.” According to Participant 2, issues students bring to the classroom,
such as “death, separation, divorce, parents that are missing, and foster homes,” can
affect students. Sometimes how “their morning went at home” and whether they “ate
breakfast” could influence students’ conduct, said Participant 4. Participant 3 added that
negative behaviors “seen from big brothers and sisters” could also influence students’
behaviors in the classroom.
Other issues that affected student conduct came from the school and the students’
academic failures. Participant 5 shared that interruptions from the school, such as “the
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knocking of the door, the phone ringing, and kids coming in and out,” affected students’
behaviors in the classroom. These interruptions made it “difficult to recover sometimes.”
Participant 8 shared that the “frustration of the demands that we [as teachers] are putting
on the students comes out as a negative behavior for those students.” “They don’t want
to feel embarrassed,” said Participant 2.
Research Question 4. The fourth research question was, “What perceived factors
do elementary school general education teachers believe affect the way they provide
classroom management?”
Classroom management was perceived to have been affected by factors that
promoted positive behaviors while discouraging negative behaviors. Table 18
summarizes the factors perceived to have affected classroom management. These factors
included redirecting negative student behavior (12 of 12 responses), teacher relationships
with students and supports (nine of 12 responses), providing negative consequences (six
of 12 responses), providing a safe environment (four of 12 responses), and teaching a
growth mindset (four of 12 responses).

Table 18. Factors Perceived to Affect Classroom Management
Factors Perceived to Affect Classroom Management

Research question
What perceived factors do
elementary school general
education teachers believe
affect the way they provide
classroom management?

Factor
Redirecting student behavior
Teacher relationships and supports
Negative consequences
Providing a safe environment
Teaching a growth mindset

Frequency of responses
12
9
6
4
4

Note. N = 12.

Redirecting student behavior through incentives and rewards, modeling of social
skills and expectations, and positive praise were perceived to have an effect on classroom
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management. Participants emphasized acknowledging and incentivizing positive student
behaviors to maintain the desired behaviors in the classroom. Incentives and rewards
used by the participants ranged from verbal praise, a smile, a gentle touch, or a preferred
activity to something tangible like pencils, raffle tickets, treasure box toys, treats, or
having lunch with the teacher. Participant 11 agreed that positive behavior was promoted
“in the classroom by way of incentives and rewards.” Students who did not exhibit
positive behaviors or needed redirecting were retaught the appropriate social skills and
expectations through modeling and reteaching of the desired behaviors. Participant 7
stated that teachers must “continue to remind [students] of what’s expected of them in
school” to maintain positive student behaviors. Participant 12 discouraged negative
behavior by praising the students exhibiting the desired behaviors, in hopes that the
students with negative behavior would change their behavior.
Other factors perceived to affect classroom management were the relationships
and supports the teachers provided to the students. Participant 3 emphasized that to
promote positive behaviors in the classroom and to discourage the negative ones, teachers
need “to know [the] students.” Participant 5 added that to build relationships with the
students, teachers need to share a little about themselves so students can become
comfortable with them, and in return, students can share about themselves. Furthermore,
Participant 2 said that teachers must be flexible with students and understand that when
mistakes are made, teachers need to “be very supportive.” Teachers need to support
students both in academics and behaviors.
When students exhibited negative behaviors, participants expressed that
classroom management could be obtained by enforcing negative consequences. These
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consequences could include the withdrawal of points, loss of recess or preferred activity,
notes or communication with the guardians at home, or time-outs. Participant 3
expressed that sometimes through an actual consequence, the participant could get the
message across. This would be providing an “actual consequence [to students], like what
it [would] be like in the real world.” Participant 9 stated that if a teacher is trying to teach
and is unsuccessful in redirecting the students’ negative behavior, then the student should
have consequences.
Two additional factors perceived to affect classroom management were the
teachers’ ability to provide a safe environment and the ability to teach a growth mindset.
Participants stated that a safe environment included the physical atmosphere of the
classroom and the routines within the classroom. Making the classroom feel more homey
with rugs and plants, helping students with transitions and songs, and providing students
with the opportunity to belong to a group in a positive manner all established a safe
environment. Participant 5 shared that to develop a safe environment, students were
made to “feel at home” through the teacher’s actions of “caring” and with the “classroom
surroundings too.” Equally important was the teachers’ ability to assist students in
developing a growth mindset. Students should be taught skills to control their own
learning and the techniques necessary to redirect negative behaviors. Participant 6 stated
that to “promote a goal-oriented mind frame in the classroom,” one must teach students
“about goal setting and being positive.”
Research Question 5. The final research question was, “How did the
implementation of PBIS in elementary school general education teachers’ classrooms
impact their ability to provide classroom management?”
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The implementation of PBIS helped teachers get rid of negative consequences
(eight of 12 responses), assisted the school system in developing strategies for
maintaining consistency of rules and expectations (seven of 12 responses), provided
teachers with a system of student recognition (six of 12 responses), improved teacherstudent relationships (five of 12 responses), and established a mindset of teaching social
skills to students (four of 12 responses). Table 19 summarizes the impact PBIS had on
elementary school general education teachers’ classroom management.

Table 19. PBIS Impact on Classroom Management
PBIS Impact on Classroom Management

Research question
How did the implementation
of PBIS in elementary
school general education
teachers’ classrooms impact
their ability to provide
classroom management?

Impact on classroom management
Got rid of negative consequences
Developed a consistency of rules and
expectations
Provided a system for student recognition
Improved relationships with students
Established a mindset for teaching social
skills

Frequency of responses
8
7
6
5
4

Note. N = 12.

The implementation of PBIS helped teachers get rid of negative consequences and
replace them with redirected instruction that supported more positive outcomes.
Participant 5 stated that PBIS had become a “whole shift in that paradigm of how
[teachers] discipline kids.” Participants expressed that PBIS had made them more
cognizant of the negative consequences given out to students, such as the “loss of recess,”
“using the clipboard system,” and “detentions,” which could result in negative student
outcomes. Instead, Participant 4 stated that teachers had to “tweak what [were] normal
behaviors in the classroom” and make sure they aligned “with what the school [was]
asking for with PBIS.” Participant 1 resorted to providing students exhibiting negative
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behavior with a “mindful minute” and “think sheets” as a time-out to gather their
thoughts before returning to the classroom instruction. Other participants, like
Participant 10, expressed that expectations had become “more repetitive” and “modeled.”
This participant also shared that sometimes it was necessary to “appropriately educate the
people you work with” and to be “able to model it” for them as well.
Participants expressed that since the implementation of PBIS, faculty and staff
across the whole school were more consistent in how they implemented the rules and
expectations. Participant 9 shared that all teachers had “all of the [same] social skills
lessons”; therefore, students knew “exactly what [was] expected of them, so [teachers
could] hold them accountable for that.” Participant 7 agreed that if expectations were
reinforced in the classroom, “they [would] be carried out on the playground, the cafeteria,
and the other classrooms.” This consistency provided participants with the comfort of
knowing that everyone was “in the same page so to speak,” and that was “really nice.”
PBIS impacted participants’ classroom management because it provided the
teachers with strategies for positive student recognition through the use of praise and
rewards. Participant 10 expressed that with PBIS, the participant had “to make sure that
the quiet kids [got] as much attention as high fliers” and that “their needs [were being]
met too.” Therefore, praise and rewards were directed to the positive, desired behaviors
in the hopes that the negative behaviors would be changed. Some forms of recognition
that participants utilized to maintain the desired behaviors were a “token system,”
“weekly rewards like a pass to the front of the line,” “special privileges like using the
rolling chair or stool,” and “positive tickets.” Other participants emphasized the use of
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“positive praise” and “focusing on the positive.” Participant 5 stated that with PBIS,
there was a focus on “giving a lot more praise and less criticism.”
As indicated in Table 19, participants shared that the implementation of PBIS
assisted teachers to better understand their students and to develop stronger relationships
with them. Participants stated that they were more willing to “speak to students one-onone” to avoid embarrassing them, to develop an “interest” and “listen” to students, and to
“talk to them.” Participant 5 indicated that teachers had to try hard “to form relationships
with the kids.” Teachers need to “learn what they [students] like even if it’s not
something [the teacher] approves of.” By taking these actions, teachers may gain more
respect from students and vice versa. Participant 2 stated that “to really understand [how
to earn] their [students’] respect,” the participant had to learn “how to talk to [students
and] how to praise them.”
Having the knowledge to teach students the appropriate social skills impacted the
teachers’ classroom management. Participants expressed that PBIS impacted the amount
of “teaching” and “talking” they had to do with their students in regard to social skills.
Participant 11 indicated that with PBIS, teaching the social skills involved “much more
talking about and reflecting about the skills,” as well as “writing” about the skills and
using “videos.” Participants also indicated that teaching the social skills involved
“providing different examples for the skills” and “modeling them.”
Key Findings
Elementary school general education teachers perceived that their efficacy was
affected by their classroom experiences and student conduct in schools implementing
PBIS in the following ways:
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1. They were not able to clearly articulate the difference between describing PBIS and
providing strategies and supports of PBIS.
2. All three domains of teacher efficacy were influenced: instructional strategies, student
engagement, and classroom management.
3. They were required to change their mindset.
4. Their efficacy skills were affected in how they formed relationships with students, in
how they taught in the classroom, and in the tools acquired to redirect student
behavior.
5. They were able to influence student behavior through their actions.
6. They were unable to provide behavior interventions to disruptive students.
7. They were able to practice positive classroom management skills.
Summary
For this study, five research questions were designed to obtain information
regarding elementary school general education teachers’ perceptions of how their
efficacy, as teachers, was affected by their experiences in implementing the PBIS
framework. Teachers from five elementary schools in the Moreno Valley Unified School
District were given two surveys, and interviews were conducted with 12 participants.
The responses to the surveys and the semistructured interview questions were analyzed.
Data were coded, synthesized, and analyzed for emerging themes. Themes affecting
teachers’ efficacy through the implementation of PBIS consisted of understanding PBIS,
influences on the three domains of efficacy, changing the teachers’ mindset,
implementing the strategies learned, and the ability and inability to influence student
behavior.
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Chapter V presents the final summary of the study, including the major findings,
unexpected findings, and conclusions. The chapter also includes the implications for
action, recommendations for further research, and the concluding remarks and reflections
of the researcher.
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CHAPTER V: FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The ability to manage disruptive and disengaging student conduct in the
classroom while providing a positive and safe environment continues to be an ongoing
challenge for many teachers (Morgan & Sideridis, 2013; Snyder et al., 2013). While
teachers are required to prepare students for the future economy, their duties in and
outside of the classroom continue to interfere. Studies have proposed that the
implementation of an intervention program such as positive behavior interventions and
supports (PBIS) not only improves student outcomes but also increases the positive
outcomes of teachers (Reinke et al., 2013; Stoiber & Gettinger, 2011). Yet the
educational field still needs a greater understanding of how disruptive student conduct
and classroom experiences affect teachers’ self-efficacy in schools implementing PBIS
(Ross et al., 2012). This study examined elementary general education teachers’
perceptions of how their efficacy was affected by their experiences in implementing
PBIS.
Identifying how teachers’ efficacy is affected by the implementation of PBIS will
empower teachers in their ability to carry out their obligations in facilitating student
academic success and student discipline. Teachers will have a better understanding of the
necessary skills to impact all students while increasing their efficacy. School systems
and policymakers will be able to determine the effectiveness of PBIS as an early
intervention program that is beneficial for both students and teachers.
Chapter I of this study provided the introduction to the research presented.
Chapter II consisted of a review of the literature related to the study on (a) student
conduct, (b) student conduct policies and programs, (c) student conduct at the elementary
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school level, (d) PBIS, (e) teacher efficacy, and (f) teacher efficacy affected by PBIS as a
form of student program. Chapter III explained the research design and methodology of
the study. This chapter included explanations of the population, sample, and datagathering procedures as well as the procedures used to analyze the data collected.
Chapter IV presented, analyzed, and provided a discussion of the findings of the study.
Chapter V contains the summary, major findings, conclusions, and recommendations for
action and further research.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this mixed-methods phenomenological study was to describe
elementary school general education teachers’ perceptions of how their efficacy, as
teachers, was affected by their experiences in implementing the positive behavior
interventions and supports (PBIS) framework.
Research Questions
The following questions were used to guide this study:
1. What are elementary school general education teachers’ perceptions of how their
teacher efficacy was affected by their experiences in implementing the PBIS
framework in their classrooms?
2. What teacher efficacy skills do elementary school general education teachers consider
to have been most affected by their involvement with the implementation of the PBIS
framework?
3. To what extent do elementary school general education teachers perceive they can
influence student conduct in the classroom via the PBIS framework?
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4. What perceived factors do elementary school general education teachers believe
affect the way they provide classroom management?
5. How did the implementation of PBIS in elementary school general education
teachers’ classrooms impact their ability to provide classroom management?
Research Methods
This research study focused on describing general education teachers’ perceptions
of how their efficacy was affected by their experiences in implementing PBIS. Using a
mixed-methods research design, the researcher was able to obtain both numerical and
descriptive data through a phenomenological approach that explored “how human beings
make sense of experience[s] and transform [the] experience[s] into consciousness, both
individually and as a shared meaning” (Patton, 2002, p. 104). This study examined how
teachers’ perceptions of their self-efficacy were affected under the PBIS phenomenon.
Consistent with a mixed-methods approach, the instruments used in this study
collected both numerical and descriptive data. Two different surveys were administered
to participating elementary school teachers. The Teachers’ Efficacy Survey (TES)
measured the teachers’ level of self-efficacy in the areas of student engagement,
instructional strategies, and classroom management in schools with PBIS, and the PBIS
Fidelity Self-Assessment (FSA) measured the teachers’ perceptions of how faithfully
PBIS was being implemented at their school sites. In addition, teachers from each site
participated in semistructured interviews consisting of 10 questions, some of which were
from a published study by Tillery et al. (2010). Data from the two surveys were used to
develop a descriptive analysis that supported the qualitative data collected through the
interviews.
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Population
The population for this research study consisted of general education teachers in
public elementary schools that had implemented the PBIS framework for at least 2 years
in Riverside County in Southern California. School sites for this study were selected
from the City of Moreno Valley in Riverside County.
Sample
School sites for this study were selected from Riverside County, California.
Purposeful and convenience sampling was utilized to identify general education teachers
between the ages of 25 and 60 in five of the public elementary schools in the Moreno
Valley Unified School District that had implemented PBIS for at least 2 years. General
education teachers were chosen as the best informants of how the implementation of
PBIS was affecting their self-efficacy since they were the ones implementing and using
the PBIS strategies, dealing with student conduct, and providing classroom management
strategies. Based on those results, teachers were then selected to participate in the second
phase of the study that involved interviews.
To identify the schools from which participants for the study were selected, site
selection and criterion sampling were used. The criteria used to identify the five
elementary school sites for this study were as follows: (a) public K-5 elementary schools
located in Southern California that (b) had implemented PBIS schoolwide for at least 2
years and (c) were located in the Moreno Valley Unified School District in Riverside
County.
Through convenience and willingness, school sites were chosen to participate in
the study. All 132 general education teachers from the five elementary sites were asked
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to participate in surveys. Forty-six general education teachers provided informed consent
for the TES; 44 completed the survey, and two skipped through all of the questions.
Fifty-five general education teachers provided informed consent for the PBIS FSA, but
only 37 completed the survey; 18 skipped through all of the survey questions.
Qualitative data were collected from 12 teachers referred to the researcher by their
sites’ principals. The criteria for participation in the interview consisted of the following:
(a) general education teachers with 5 or more years of teaching experience who were
(b) identified by their administrator as implementing PBIS with fidelity.
Major Findings
The findings of this study add to the limited body of knowledge in the area of how
the implementation of a program such as PBIS affects the efficacy of elementary school
general education teachers. Furthermore, the findings from this study are encouraging for
elementary schools wanting to implement a framework such as PBIS, knowing that the
framework is beneficial to both students and teachers.
A summary of the key findings is presented in this chapter as determined in
Chapter IV. Major findings are presented and organized by research question.
Research Question 1
What are elementary school general education teachers’ perceptions of how their
teacher efficacy was affected by their experiences in implementing the PBIS framework in
their classrooms?
Elementary school general education teachers were asked to share their
perceptions of how their efficacy was affected by their experiences in implementing PBIS
in their classrooms. Teachers perceived that they were affected in all three domains of
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teacher efficacy: instructional strategies, student engagement, and classroom
management.
The analysis of responses identified two significant findings. First, responses
indicated that 44% of TES respondents and nine of the 12 participants of the
semistructured interviews agreed that their efficacy in instructional strategies was
affected extensively by PBIS. Classroom teachers believed their teaching was affected
by the instructional strategies acquired through PBIS, especially in the delivery of
explicit instruction for social skills and expectations. This emphasis on an element of
PBIS indicated that teachers believed it was the focus on the explicit instruction of the
social skills and expectations that led them to develop the confidence to be able to
implement more cooperative learning instruction and activities in the classroom.
Second, while 10 of the 12 interviewees indicated PBIS did not hinder their
ability to teach in the classroom, seven of the 12 teachers perceived that PBIS hindered
their teacher efficacy in one aspect of their being: their mindset. Teachers believed PBIS
challenged their traditional form of instruction and discipline administered to students by
having them redirect their behaviors from a punitive approach of discipline to a proactive
one. The change in mindset was difficult to comprehend for teachers, especially when it
brought into question the integrity of the teachers and the responsibilities of the parents.
Research Question 2
What teacher efficacy skills do elementary school general education teachers
consider to have been most affected by their involvement with the implementation of the
PBIS framework?
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Teachers were asked to identify the efficacy skills they considered to have been
affected the most by the implementation of PBIS. Three major findings emerged from
the responses to the TES and from the semistructured interviews. Findings suggested that
general education teachers believed skills in the three teacher efficacy domains were
affected.
First, teachers perceived that student engagement skills had affected how they
formed relationships with students. Teachers believed that with the implementation of
PBIS, they developed a better understanding of students’ needs and a greater acceptance
of the differences students brought into the classroom. Establishing these relationships
with students relied mainly on encouraging positive behaviors and creating an
understanding of trust and mutual respect. Therefore, it was the teachers’ responsibility
to provide students with multilevel structures throughout the school and classroom that
promoted positive behaviors and students’ learning, knowing that not all students came
into the classroom with the necessary behaviors and skills to be successful. As a result,
teachers were more capable of keeping students engaged in the learning, and students
were more willing to try to please the teachers.
Thirty-one of 44 responses from the TES and five of 12 responses from the
semistructured interviews indicated that teachers were affected in their instructional
strategy skills. Findings suggested that the skill perceived to have been affected the most
was the teachers’ ability to provide explicit behavioral instruction to students. This study
indicated teachers were able to more quickly redirect students’ behaviors through
proactive strategies than by providing students with a consequence. The effective
implementation of new strategies to reteach behavioral lessons and social skills was
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believed to have provided students with the opportunity to effectively discuss appropriate
school expectations, allowed the teachers to model the desired behaviors through skits,
and given the teachers the chance to correct students’ negative behaviors in a safe
environment.
Finally, teachers perceived that their classroom management efficacy was affected
by the implementation of PBIS. Teachers reported that PBIS introduced several tools and
strategies that assisted them in dealing with all students, especially those who exhibited
disruptive and defiant behaviors. These skills included the use of different strategies such
as talking to the students one-on-one, using self-reflection forms, teaching expectations,
using positive notes, and providing positive feedback. The attention to elements of PBIS
indicated that 90% of the teachers participating in the TES believed that by establishing
routines and positive strategies, students were more willing to listen and follow the
directions of the teachers, therefore allowing classroom management to be more effective
and limiting the amount of embarrassment students encountered.
Research Question 3
To what extent do elementary school general education teachers perceive they
can influence student conduct in the classroom via the PBIS framework?
Teachers were asked to identify the extent to which they believed they could
influence student conduct, and two major findings emerged. First, responses from the
TES and the semistructured interviews revealed teachers believed that their actions and
tone, as teachers, influenced student conduct. Findings indicated the behaviors and tone
of the teachers could have either positive or negative effects on both teachers and
students. Positive actions included the routines and expectations they established with
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students, the behaviors they modeled to students, and the amount of praise they gave to
students. Teachers believed that having explicit routines and expectations eliminated
students’ guesswork and developed a positive tone for reaching out to students and
providing them with an efficient structure that enhanced opportunities for teachers to
provide positive praise and student motivation.
On the other hand, teachers revealed that establishing negative student
interactions and inadequate planning resulted in student and classroom experiences that
were unfavorable to the development of the students and the skills acquired. These
behaviors included the teachers’ negative tone, not holding students accountable for their
behaviors, not stopping behaviors before they escalated, and teachers having too much on
their plate. This study revealed that when teachers interacted with students in a negative
tone or provided unstructured classroom experiences, students were more apt to
misbehave and challenge the teachers’ efficacy.
Lastly, the TES revealed teachers believed they could not influence the conduct
and behaviors of off-task students, particularly those without positive social skills.
Teachers indicated that having students in the classroom with off-task behaviors and poor
social skills influenced the behaviors and interactions of all students in the classroom,
impacting the teachers’ ability to maintain positive student relationships and classroom
management.
Research Question 4
What perceived factors do elementary school general education teachers believe
affect the way they provide classroom management?
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Teachers were asked to identify the factors they believed affected their classroom
management. Based on the mean ratings of the TES, teachers indicated that factors they
believed affected the way they provided classroom management included their ability to
deliver behavior interventions to disruptive students and their ability to control disruptive
behaviors. Findings suggested that teachers believed the implementation of positive
behavior interventions and strategies was more difficult with disruptive students than
with students who were continuously on task and complied with the demands of the
teachers.
However, data from the semistructured interviews revealed that 100% of the
elementary school general education teachers interviewed believed they could redirect
student behaviors in the classroom by way of incentives and rewards. Teachers perceived
it was through the use of these supports that they were able to develop positive
relationships with students, and thus this affected the way they provided classroom
management.
Research Question 5
How did the implementation of PBIS in elementary school general education
teachers’ classrooms impact their ability to provide classroom management?
Teachers were asked how the implementation of PBIS impacted their ability to
provide classroom management. In general, teachers perceived that PBIS impacted their
ability to employ positive classroom management skills. Two significant findings
emerged. First, the TES revealed that teachers believed the implementation of PBIS
transformed the structures of the classroom, thus allowing them to establish routines
(91%) and behavioral expectations (80%). By changing the structures within the
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classroom, teachers were able to provide students with clear and specific instruction
necessary to create a positive climate that promoted learning and discouraged negative
disruptive behaviors.
The second significant finding was that teachers believed PBIS helped them
recognize that punitive actions and punishments did not change the students’ behavior;
therefore, the entire school system had to change to one of consistency and of teaching
schoolwide expectations. Teachers realized punishments such as the loss of recess,
detentions, moving the clipboard, and calling out a student in front of others were more
detrimental than beneficial. It was through the consistent practice of rules and
expectations that teachers were able to see a positive change within their classroom
management that led them to get rid of the negative consequences they once carried out
without PBIS.
Unexpected Findings
Two unexpected findings emerged from this study. The first emerged after
reviewing and comparing the data from the PBIS FSA survey and the semistructured
interviews. The intent of the survey was to assess the teachers’ perceptions of the fidelity
of the implementation of the framework, while the intent of the first question of the
interviews was to assess the teachers’ understanding of the PBIS framework. Data
revealed teachers perceived each system of PBIS to be in place with fidelity; however, an
analysis of the responses to the interview question indicated that teachers could not
clearly describe PBIS or the intention of the framework but instead identified elements of
the framework.
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The second unexpected finding emerged after comparing the data from the PBIS
FSA survey and the TES. Based on the responses from the PBIS FSA, teachers
perceived that they were able to influence all skills of student engagement; however, the
TES revealed that teachers still struggled to find solutions to the barrier of not being able
to help difficult students even when all structures of PBIS were in place and identified.
Conclusions
The goal of this study was to understand teachers’ opinions on how their efficacy
as teachers was affected by their classroom experiences and students’ conduct in schools
with PBIS. Based on the data and findings of this study, several conclusions were drawn
regarding how elementary school general education teachers believed their efficacy was
affected.
Conclusion 1
It was concluded that when a positive intervention program such as PBIS is
implemented, teachers can expect an increase in all three teacher efficacy domains:
instructional strategies, student engagement, and classroom management. The
implementation of student conduct policies that influence the learning of students and the
use of effective strategies require teachers to be highly efficacious (Jackson, 2009).
When teachers have the opportunity to implement strategies that affect student conduct
and the experiences the teachers encounter in the classroom, they begin to build their
self-confidence, thus increasing their ability and willingness to influence the behaviors of
students. This requires teachers to shift their thinking from a fixed mindset to a growth
mindset on how they approach their classroom experiences.
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Conclusion 2
Teachers who were more efficacious in all three teacher efficacy domains
acquired the skills necessary to build positive student-teacher relationships and improve
the overall ambience of the classroom. In order for this to occur, teachers required high
amounts of self-efficacy to feel confident enough in their ability to apply the skills
necessary to change student outcomes and in their capability to obtain and maintain these
outcomes (Andreou & Rapti, 2010). By building a higher sense of self-efficacy, teachers
created a higher buffering effect that helped them recover more rapidly from setbacks
encountered in the classroom while maintaining the ability to positively motivate students
in the classroom.
Conclusion 3
For teachers to effectively influence student conduct in the classroom, they must
look at their daily interactions with students. These interactions can be found in the
amount of effort teachers invest in terms of their motivation, enthusiasm, planning,
organization, and effort, thus affecting their self-efficacy and instruction (TschannenMoran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). The more positive the interactions are between teachers
and their students, the more efficacious the teachers are in their ability to influence
student conduct with the routines, expectations, and acknowledgements they provide in
the classroom. On the contrary, the more negative the interactions are between students
and teachers, the less efficacious the teachers feel in their ability to influence disruptive
student behaviors and provide positive classroom experiences.
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Conclusion 4
Although teachers indicated they had the ability to develop positive relationships
and supports for redirecting student behaviors, they continued to identify disruptive
student behaviors as a factor that affected the way they provided classroom management.
It was concluded that teachers need more than just an understanding of the PBIS
strategies; they need training on how to implement the strategies effectively in the
classroom with all students, especially disruptive students. When teachers do not
effectively implement a strategy, their efficacy begins to decrease as they lose confidence
in their ability to influence student behaviors and begin to believe that students should
have behaved appropriately to begin with, regardless of any acknowledgement for
positive behaviors or recognition they receive (McKevitt & Braaksma, 2008). Therefore,
by receiving the appropriate training and understanding of what are considered
manageable behaviors and strategies in the classroom, teachers can begin to increase their
classroom management and efficacy.
Conclusion 5
Finally, it was concluded that the teachers’ ability to provide classroom
management required a schoolwide shift in paradigm for how students are disciplined.
Outcomes in academics and behavior are dependent on and consist of a balance between
the systems throughout the school. Practices throughout the school and in the classroom
that support student behavior involve the capability of all stakeholders to establish a
positive, safe environment conducive to learning for all students. It is only when all
systems work together in transforming the culture of the school that teachers can then
begin to improve the conduct of students in the classroom knowing that the teachers will

125

receive the necessary school support to positively carry out the strategies of PBIS in their
classroom management.
Implications for Action
This study gathered data from elementary school general education teachers
related to the implementation of PBIS and how their teacher efficacy was affected by
their classroom experiences and student conduct. Findings demonstrated that there are
elements of PBIS that must be addressed for teachers’ efficacy to increase. As such,
several implications for action derived from this study that could influence the actions of
higher learning institutions, teachers, administrators, and professional development
programs designed to increase teachers’ efficacy via PBIS and decrease students’
disruptive behaviors in the classroom. The following are recommendations for practice:
1. Higher learning institutions and teacher credentialing programs must prepare teachers
with the mindset and skills necessary to effectively implement classroom
management strategies to affect student conduct and the experiences the teachers will
encounter in the classroom. To increase the confidence of teachers working with
misbehaving students, teachers and administrators have to employ effective
intervention programs that gain an understanding of the teachers’ knowledge about
the root of the problem (Andreou & Rapti, 2010). In doing so, teachers will become
more efficacious in their ability and willingness to deal with student conduct. It is the
institutions’ responsibility to prepare the next generation of teachers to be equipped
with the mindset and skills needed to teach behavior in the classroom like they would
academics.
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2. Administrators and districts must include professional development opportunities for
teachers and administrators to continue to work together in the development of a
shared vision when it comes to student discipline. This includes identifying
behaviors that can be redirected by the classroom teacher and those that require
administrative intervention. These professional development opportunities must
address the current needs of the site and include a plan of action to effectively discuss
the strategies that will take student conduct and classroom experiences from a
problem to a solution.
3. Schools and districts must restructure the school day to create time for teachers to
collaborate, plan, and develop lessons that effectively implement academics and
behavioral strategies learned via PBIS with fidelity. Schools and districts must create
regular opportunities for teachers to talk to each other and collaborate regarding
strategies that positively influence student conduct and strengthen the teacher-student
interactions schoolwide and in the classroom.
4. Schools and districts must provide opportunities for teachers to participate in peer
observations and debriefings, coaching, and self-reflections to increase their teacher
efficacy. Because teachers understand strategies learned via the PBIS framework but
struggle to effectively implement them, they can benefit from consulting their
colleagues to receive increased support in PBIS strategies to be able to reduce
disruptive behaviors and increase classroom management (Couet, 2014).
5. Schools must continue to bridge the separation that currently exists between all four
systems of PBIS that are needed to develop efficacious teachers. Teachers must be
provided with information for each of the systems to ensure this new role, as
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instructors of behavior, supports the elements of PBIS and the climate of the school.
Because the efficacy of teachers is developed as the systems begin to work together to
transform the culture of the school, schools must develop an effective way to
disseminate information to teachers at each of the systems so they can effectively
make student-related decisions.
Recommendations for Further Research
Based on the findings of the research study, further research should be conducted
on the effects a framework such as PBIS can have on teachers’ efficacy.
Recommendations for further research include the following:
1. The current study focused on the perceptions of elementary school teachers. Further
research could include a replication of the study to determine whether there would be
a difference in findings from the perceptions of middle school teachers in schools
with PBIS.
2. Similarly, further research could include a replication of the study to determine
whether there would be a difference in findings from the perceptions of high school
teachers in schools with PBIS.
3. The current study focused on the perceptions of general education teachers. Further
research could include a replication of the study to determine whether there would be
a difference in findings from the perceptions of special education teachers in schools
with PBIS.
4. Additional research could focus on students’ perceptions of how their teachers’
classroom management skills have been affected through the implementation of
PBIS.
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5. A study could be conducted to determine whether there would be a difference in
findings from the perspective of African American teachers.
6. Given that the participants of this study were primarily female, a study could be
conducted with a focus on male teachers to determine their perceptions of how their
efficacy has been affected by student conduct and classroom experiences in schools
with PBIS.
7. Given that this study identified that teachers continued to struggle with disruptive
behaviors in the classroom at schools that had implemented PBIS, additional research
could focus on how a coaching model could affect student conduct via the
implementation of PBIS strategies in the classroom.
8. Further research could include a pre- and postcorrelational study between the
implementation of PBIS and teachers’ efficacy to determine if PBIS has any
significant impact on teachers’ efficacy.
Concluding Remarks and Reflections
While teachers continue to prepare students for the future economy, the day-today duties outside and inside the classroom have not disappeared and continue to
interfere with the teachers’ instruction. Teachers continue to struggle with negative
student behaviors due to approaches that do not address the underlying causes of the
behaviors (Sullivan et al., 2014). Even with the implementation of PBIS, teachers
continue to struggle with behavioral issues and begin to question their own ability to
effect positive student outcomes.
Having spent the last 5 years of my teaching career implementing the strategies of
PBIS, I can attest to how hard teachers work to improve their classroom experiences and
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student conduct, but at what cost to our teacher efficacy? My experience is that most
teachers are willing to implement a framework that brings about positive student
outcomes without questioning the impact it might have on their own efficacy. However,
it was concerning that even after implementing a framework such as PBIS, there was still
an abundance of frustration from teachers when the strategies implemented resulted in
little to no change. It was this disconnect that led to the curiosity to conduct this study to
try to identify how teachers’ efficacy was being affected by student conduct and
classroom experiences via the PBIS framework.
I was surprised to learn that this disconnect between implementation and student
outcomes was heavily influenced by the confidence of teachers and the training teachers
received to effectively carry out the strategies of PBIS. Teachers who were more
efficacious were more confident and willing to ask for help when implementing the
strategies of PBIS than teachers who were not so efficacious. Because of these
differences, efficacious teachers had an easier time adjusting to the strategies being
implemented by PBIS, thus resulting in more positive outcomes for both the students and
the teachers than those experienced by less efficacious teachers. As a result, efficacious
teachers developed positive student-teacher relationships and outcomes, while less
efficacious teachers continued to struggle with student conduct and their classroom
experiences. This study concluded that teachers can become more efficacious when they
are provided with the appropriate support and training from all of the systems at the
school and when all of the systems work together in transforming the culture of the
school. Only when this occurs can teachers increase their teacher efficacy and develop
positive student-teacher outcomes.
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APPENDIX A
Teachers’ Efficacy Survey
Background Information
1. What is your gender? Male

Female

2. What is your age range?
a. 20-30 years old
b. 31-40 years old
c. 41-50 years old
d. 50 years or older
3. What is your race/ethnicity?
a. Black/ African- American
b. White/Caucasian
c. Latino or Hispanic
d. American Indian or Alaskan Native
4. Highest degree earned:
a. AA
b. BA/BS
c. MA/MS
d. Doctorate
5. What grade level are you currently teaching:
a. TK-K
b. 1-2
c. 3-4
d. 5-6
6. How many years have you been teaching?
a. 0-2 years
b. 3-8 years
c. 8-15years
d. 16-20 years
e. 21 years or more
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Question

Not at
All
(1)

Very
Little

Some
(3)

1. To what extent can you assist
your most difficult behavior
students?
2. To what extent can you
provide clear behavior
expectations to all students?
3. To what extent can you
control disruptive behavior in
the classroom?
4. How much can you do to
make sure students are
learning?
5. How well can you develop
lessons that address the needs
of all students?
6. How well can you determine
your students’ learning of the
lesson?
7. To what extent can you
deescalate noisy disruptive
behavior?
8. How well can you provide
alternative strategies to students
that are academically at-risk?
9. How much can you do to
motivate students to learn?
10. To what extent can you
provide assistance to families
of students with disruptive
behaviors?
11. To what extent can you
establish routines?
12. To what extent can you
manage difficult behaviors in
the classroom?
13. To what extent do
assessments guide changes in
your instruction?
14. How much can you do to
develop student relationships
that foster learning?
15. How well can you reteach
lessons when students are
confused?
16. How much can you do to
provide behavior interventions
to disruptive students?
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Quite Extensively Completely
A Bit
(6)

APPENDIX B
PBIS Fidelity Self-Assessment
School-wide Systems
(Involves students and staff in all settings.)
Question

Disagree
Strongly
(1)

Disagree
Moderately

Disagree
A Little

1. School site has
3-5 positively
stated expectations.
2. School site
teaches
expectations and
positive social
behaviors.
3. Systems to
reward students
demonstrating
positive behaviors
are in place.
4. Systems for
students who fail to
meet expectations
are in place.
5. Systems for
addressing
emergency
situations are in
place.
6. School site has a
team to plan and
support behavior
issues.
7. School has a
system for
informing staff
members on
student behaviors.
8. Clear systems
are in place for
distinguishing
between classroom
and office managed
behaviors.
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Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree
(4)

Agree
A
Little

Agree
Moderately

Agree
Strongly
(7)

Classroom Practices
(Involves instructional settings where teachers supervise and instruct students.)
Question

Disagree
Strongly
(1)

Disagree
Moderately

Disagree
A Little

1. Routines and
expected behaviors
are defined clearly
and in a positive
tone.
2. Routines and
expected behaviors
are explicitly
taught.
3. Students are
praised on a ration
4:1 ratio (4
positives to 1
negative).
4. Problem
behaviors are
defined in the
classroom.
5. Consequences
for problem
behaviors are
consistent.
6. Classroom
systems are in
place to continue
instruction when
problematic
behaviors occur.
7. Classroom
instructional and
non-instructional
transitions are
taught and in place.
8. Rewards and
consequences are
consistent with
those school-wide.
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Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree
(4)

Agree
A
Little

Agree
Moderately

Agree
Strongly
(7)

Student Supports
(Supports for identification/decision-making of students with problematic behaviors.)
Question

Disagree
Strongly
(1)

Disagree
Moderately

Disagree
A Little

1. An on-going
data collecting
system for
problematic student
behaviors is in
place.
2. Team collects
patterns of problem
behaviors and
reports them to the
staff for decisionmaking.
3. System for
teachers requesting
assistance with
chronic
problematic student
behaviors are in
place.
4. Intervention
systems are in
place for students
in Tiers 1, 2, and 3.
5. The site has a
behavior support
team with at least
one member trained
in functional
behavioral
assessments.
6. Teachers are
provided with
training on
behavioral supports
and positive
strategies.
7. Family members
of problematic
students are
involved in the
decision making
process when
appropriate.
8. Families are
provided with
opportunities to
learn positive
behavior strategies
to support students
at home.
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Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree
(4)

Agree
A
Little

Agree
Moderately

Agree
Strongly
(7)

APPENDIX C
Semistructured Interview Questions
1. Describe positive behavior interventions and supports (PBIS)?

2. Can you describe how PBIS has helped your ability to teach in the classroom?

3. Can you describe how PBIS has hindered your ability to teach in the classroom?

4. Efficacy of a teacher involves the ability to carry out student engagement,
instructional strategies, and classroom management. Describe the area in which you
have noticed the most changes since implementing the PBIS framework.

5. What are some things that cause the development of positive behavior in the
classroom?

6. What are some things that cause the development of negative behavior in the
classroom?

7. What do you do to promote positive behavior in the classroom?

8. What do you do to discourage negative behavior in the classroom?
9. Can you tell me what adjustments you’ve made to your classroom management
system since implementing PBIS?

10. What else would you like to tell me about your experiences with PBIS and your
ability to carry out student outcomes?
Note. Questions 1, 5-8 are adapted from “General Education Teachers’ Perceptions of Behavior
Management and Intervention Strategies,” by A. D. Tillery, K. Varjas, J. Meyers, and A. S. Collins, 2010,
Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 12(2), p. 90.
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APPENDIX D
BUIRB Action Form Approval
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APPENDIX E
BUIRB Request for Modification Approval
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APPENDIX F
Moreno Valley Unified School District Approval Letter
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APPENDIX G
Consent to Participate in Research—Survey
The Effects Classroom Experiences and Student Conduct Have on a Teacher’s Self-Efficacy
in Schools with Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS)
You are being asked to participate in a research study conducted by Lorena G. Medina.
Please note that results will remain anonymous. You were selected as a possible participant in this
study because you are a general education teacher in a school site that has implemented Positive
Behavior Interventions and Supports.


PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this mixed-methods phenomenological study was to describe elementary school
general education teachers’ perceptions of how their efficacy, as teachers, was affected by their
experiences in implementing the positive behavior interventions and supports (PBIS) framework.


PROCEDURES

If you decide to participate in this study, we will ask you to do the following things:







Agree to the informed consent. Your participation is voluntary and you will not be
required to include any identifying information. Approximately 180 participants are
expected in this study.
If you agree, you will continue on to the anonymous demographic questionnaire,
and then proceed to the first question in the “Teachers’ Efficacy Survey”
assessment. (For those who do not agree, the survey will terminate). The same
protocol for the “PBIS Fidelity Self-Assessment” will be utilized.
Complete one 10 minute, Likert questionnaire measuring your perceived efficacy
in classroom management, instructional strategies, and student engagement. The
same protocol for informed consent will be utilized in the second questionnaire
measuring your perception of how well PBIS is implemented at your site. The
second survey will be 10 15 minutes in duration.

POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS

Although there is minimal potential risk or discomfort perceived, the respondent will be asked to
use a PC, MAC or internet accessible device in order to complete this survey. It may require sitting
in front of the screen for 7 to 10 minutes in total. It may evoke an unpleasant emotional reaction for
those who may have struggled to complete the assignments in this course.


POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO PARTICIPANTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY


The participant may not directly benefit from participation in this study.
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Contribution to the field: The results of this will contribute to the field of education.
Results will provide a greater understanding to teachers’ perceived efficacy in sites
with PBIS.

PAYMENT FOR PARTICIPATION

The participant will not receive payment.


CONFIDENTIALITY

Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified with you will
remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission or as required by law.
Confidentiality will be maintained, as survey information collected will remain anonymous. The
information will be kept secure for a period not to exceed 6 months after survey responses have
been collected in a secure file cabinet for hard copies and in a password protected computer for
electronic data. After that time, all data collected will be destroyed.


PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL

You can choose whether to be in this study or not. If you volunteer to be in this study, you may
withdraw at any time without consequences of any kind. You may also refuse to answer any
questions you don’t want to answer and still remain in the study. The investigator may withdraw
you from this research if circumstances arise which warrant doing so.


IDENTIFICATION OF INVESTIGATORS

If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please feel free to contact:





Lorena G. Medina
o Evening phone – XXX.XXX.XXXX
o Daytime phone – XXX.XXX.XXXX
Faculty advisor: Dr. Jalin A. Brooks Johnson (researcher) – jbrooks@brandman.edu
o Evening phone – 909.481.1804
o Daytime phone – 310.938.1632

RIGHTS OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS

You may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without penalty. You are
not waiving any legal claims, rights or remedies because of your participation in this research
study. If you have questions regarding your rights as a research participant, contact Charles
Bullock, JD, Provost and Executive Vice Chancellor of Academic Affairs at Brandman University at
cbullock@brandman.edu or at Brandman University; 16355 Laguna Canyon Road Irvine, CA
92618.
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By clicking on agree below I understand the procedures described above. My questions have
been answered to my satisfaction, and I agree to participate in this study.

Agree

Disagree
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APPENDIX H
Consent to Participate in Research—Interview
The Effects Classroom Experiences and Student Conduct Have on a Teacher’s Self-Efficacy
in Schools with Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS)
You are being asked to participate in a research study conducted by Lorena G. Medina.
Please note that results will remain anonymous. You were selected as a possible participant in this
study because you are a general education teacher in a school site that has implemented Positive
Behavior Interventions and Supports.


PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this mixed-methods phenomenological study was to describe elementary school
general education teachers’ perceptions of how their efficacy, as teachers, was affected by their
experiences in implementing the positive behavior interventions and supports (PBIS) framework.


PROCEDURES

If you decide to participate in this study, we will ask you to do the following things:






Agree to the informed consent. Your participation is voluntary and you will not be
required to include any identifying information. Approximately 12 participants are
expected in the interview process of this study.
If you agree, you will continue on to the interview. Coding markers will be utilized
for your identification and to maintain your protection. (For those who do not
agree, the interview will terminate).
Complete one 30-45 minute interview measuring your perceived efficacy in
classroom management, instructional strategies, and student engagement through
the lens of PBIS.

POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS

Although there is minimal potential risk or discomfort perceived, the respondent will be asked to sit
for 30 to 45 minutes in total during the interview. It may evoke an unpleasant emotional reaction
for those who may have struggled to complete the questions during the interview.


POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO PARTICIPANTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY



The participant may not directly benefit from participation in this study.
Contribution to the field: The results of this will contribute to the field of education.
Results will provide a greater understanding to teachers’ perceived efficacy in sites
with PBIS.
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PAYMENT FOR PARTICIPATION

The participant will receive $5 in payment for participation in the interview. He or she may choose
to accept or decline the payment.


CONFIDENTIALITY

Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified with you will
remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission or as required by law.
Confidentiality will be maintained, as interview information is collected and transcribed. The
information will be kept for a period not to exceed 6 months after survey responses have been
collected. After that time, all data collected will be destroyed.


PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL

You can choose whether to be in this study or not. If you volunteer to be in this study, you may
withdraw at any time without consequences of any kind. You may also refuse to answer any
questions you don’t want to answer and still remain in the study. The investigator may withdraw
you from this research if circumstances arise which warrant doing so.


IDENTIFICATION OF INVESTIGATORS

If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please feel free to contact:





Lorena G. Medina
o Evening phone – XXX.XXX.XXXX
o Daytime phone – XXX.XXX.XXXX
Faculty advisor: Dr. Jalin A. Brooks Johnson (researcher) – jbrooks@brandman.edu
o Evening phone – 909.481.1804
o Daytime phone – 310.938.1632

RIGHTS OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS

You may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without penalty. You are
not waiving any legal claims, rights or remedies because of your participation in this research
study. If you have questions regarding your rights as a research participant, contact Charles
Bullock, JD, Provost and Executive Vice Chancellor of Academic Affairs at Brandman University at
cbullock@brandman.edu or at Brandman University; 16355 Laguna Canyon Road Irvine, CA
92618.
By agreeing, you understand the procedures described above. Your questions have been
answered to your satisfaction, and you agree to participate in this study.

_________________________
Participant’s Signature
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